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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Food  and  Nutrition  Service 
7CFR,  Chapter  II 
[Arndt.  No.  149] 

Food  Stamp  Program~Performance 
Reporting  System 

agency:  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
USDA, 

action:  Final  rule. _ 

summary:  This  Final  rulemaking  sets 
forth  the  requirements  for  conducting 
quality  control  (QC)  reviews  as  part  of  a 
State's  Performance  Reporting  System 
under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977. 
EFFBCTWE  date:  August  3, 1979. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT: 
Alberta  Frost,  Acting  Deputy 
Administrator  for  Family  Nutrition 
Programs,  Food  and  Nutrition  Service, 
USDA,  Washington,  D.C.  20250,  (202) 
447-8982. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Introduction 

On  April  10, 1979  (43  FR  21504),  the 
Department  published  a  comprehensive 
and  detailed  proposal  concerning  the 
establishment  of  a  Performance 
Reporting  System  by  all  State  agencies. 
This  proposal  encompassed  seven 
aspects  of  the  system  (Subparts  A 
through  G),  Administration, 

Management  Evaluation  (ME)  reviews. 
Quality  Control  (QC)  reviews.  Data 
analysis  and  evaluation.  Corrective 
action.  Responsibilities  for  reporting  on 
program  performance,  and  Program 
performance  and  administrative  cost 
sharing. 

The  Department  has  determined  that 
it  is  in  the  public’s  interest  to  issue  final 
regulations  on  Subpart  C  of  Part  275, 
Quality  Control  (QC)  reviews,  prior  to 
issuing  final  regulations  on  all  other 
aspects  of  the  Performance  Reporting 
System.  First,  many  public  interest 
groups  expressed  concern  in  their 
comments  on  the  proposed  rulemaking 
that  implementation  of  QC  reviews 
occur  as  soon  as  possible  to  ensure 
service  to  participants  and  potential 
participants  is  being  measured. 

Second,  the  Department  is  concerned 
that  regular  QC  reviews  be  reinstated  as 
expeditiously  as  possible  to  provide  a 
method  for  States  and  the  Department  to 
measure  the  accuracy  of  the 
certification,  denial,  and  termination  of 
households  based  on  the  eligibility 
criteria  as  contained  in  regulations 
issued  October  17, 1978  (43  FR  47846). 
Timely  implementation  of  QC  reviews 


wiH  enable  States  to  direct  corrective 
action  at  reducing  errors  related  to 
program  eligibility,  overissuances,  and 
underissuances.  In  addition,  correction 
of  other  deficiencies  in  program 
operation  will  impact  on  improving 
service  to  participants  and  potential 
participants. 

Third,  expeditious  implementation  of 
QC  reviews  is  advantageous  to  State 
agencies  in  that  entitlement  to  enhanced 
funding  can  be  determined  once  States 
have  conducted  regular  QC  reviews  for 
a  six-month  review  period.  The  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977  in  addressing  States’ 
QC  systems  has  provided,  for  the  first 
time,  a  Hscal  incentive  for  States  to 
maintain  low  QC  error  rates.  States  with 
QC  error  rates  of  less  than  5  percent 
with  respect  to  eligibility,  overissuances, 
and  underissuances  are  eligible  for  60 
percent  federal  reimbursement 
administrative  costs.  Thus,  any  delays 
in  implementation  of  QC  reviews  will 
result  in  delaying  a  State’s  ability  to 
claim  the  additional  funding  provided  by 
the  Act. 

Comments  received  on  the  proposed 
regulations  for  Subparts  A,  B,  D,  E,  F, 
and  G  of  Part  275  are  currently  being 
analyzed.  Final  regulations  on  these 
areas  of  the  Performance  Reporting 
System  will  be  issued  as  final 
rulemaking  in  the  near  future. 

This  preamble,  therefore,  only 
addresses  comments  received  and 
changes  made  in  the  regulations  on 
Subpart  C,  Part  275.  A  total  of  73 
commenters  submitted  concerns  and 
recommendations  on  the  proposed  QC 
review  regulations.  Comments  were 
received  from  State  agencies,  local 
agencies,  advocacy  groups,  legal  groups. 
Federal  government  offices,  and  the 
public. 

This  preamble  provides  in  detail  the 
basis  and  purpose  for  significant 
changes  made  from  the  April  10 
proposal.  The  reasons  supporting  the 
provisions  of  the  April  10  proposal 
which  are  unchanged  by  the  final  rules 
were  carefully  examined  in  light  of  the 
comments  to  determine  the  continued 
applicability  of  each  justification. 

Unless  otherwise  stated,  or  unless 
inconsistent  with  the  final  rules  or 
preamble,  the  rationale  contained  in  the 
proposal  should  be  regarded  as  a  basis 
for  the  pertinent  final  rules.  Therefore,  a 
thorough  understanding  for  the  basis  of 
these  final  regulations  may  require 
referencing  the  April  10, 1979  proposed 
regulations  (43  FR  21504). 

While  all  comments  received 
concerning  QC  reviews  were  carefully 
considered,  some  comments  did  not 
contain  a  factual  or  policy  justification, 
or  a  significant  rationale,  for  certain 


recommendations.  Other 
recommendations  were  unresponsive  to 
the  Department’s  justifications  in  the 
April  10  proposal.  Some  comments  were 
highly  technical  in  nature  and  are  being 
considered  in  developing  the  QC 
handbook.  For  these  reasons,  comments 
of  this  type  will  not  be  addressed  in  this 
preamble. 

Many  conunenters  indicated  that  the 
QC  regulations  as  proposed  would 
necessitate  increases  in  staff  and  other 
resources.  State  agencies  emphasized 
the  State  Legislative  budget  processes 
and  timeframes  and  the  limitations 
which  have  been  placed  on  staff  and 
other  resources,  liie  Department  has 
carefully  reviewed  these  concerns  in 
drafting  final  QC  regulations.  The 
Department  believes  that  many  of  the 
changes  which  have  been  made  in  these 
regulations  will  address  these  concerns. 

Definitions 

Four  individuals  commented  on  the 
need  to  clarify  several  definitions 
related  to  QC  reviews.  Based  on  these 
comments,  the  definitions  for 
“administrative  deftciencies”  and 
“review  date”  have  been  revised.  The 
dehnition  for  “annual  review  period”  for 
QC  purposes  has  been  deleted  since  it 
duplicates  the  defmition  for  “review 
period.”  To  distinguish  between  errors 
and  variances,  a  definition  for 
“variance”  has  been  added. 

Implementation 

The  Department  proposed  that  States 
implement  the  provisions  of  Subpart  C 
for  conducting  QC  reviews  no  later  than 
September  1, 1979.  States  would  have 
been  required  to  submit  QC  sampling 
plans  prior  to  the  September 
implementation  date. 

Comments  were  received  from  35 
individuals.  State  and  local  agencies. 
Federal  government  offices,  and 
advocacy  groups,  on  the  proposed 
September  1  implementation  date.  One 
State  agency  approved  of  the  September 
1  date.  Some  commenters  indicated  that 
implementation  should  be.  as  soon  as 
possible  to  ensure  good  service  to 
participants  and  potential  participants. 
The  majority  of  the  commenters 
opposed  the  implementation  date.  The 
major  concern  was  that  implementation 
by  September  would  not  allow  the  time 
to  train  staff,  prepare  manuals,  develop 
integrated  sampling  plans,  etc.  Many 
recommendations  were  made  on  this 
issue.  Some  commenters  recommended 
implementation  October  1  to  correspond 
to  the  review  period.  Some  commenters 
suggested  implementation  be  based  on 
receipt  by  the  States  of  the  FNS  QC 
handbook  and  forms.  Other  commenters 
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suggested  lead  times  of  45  days,  60  days, 
and  90  days.  Two  States  recommended 
January  1. 1980  for  implementation. 

Based  on  the  comments  received  and 
the  reasons  cited  in  this  preamble  for 
issuing  final  QC  review  regulations  prior 
to  regulations  on  all  odier  aspects  of  the 
Performance  Reporting  System,  the 
Department  has  revised  the 
implementation  schedule.  With  the 
current  emphasis  in  the  Act  on  using 
States’  QC  error  rates  as  a  basis  for 
determining  entitlement  to  enhanced 
funding,  inadequate  training  and 
preparation  for  implementation  and  the 
resultant  data  could  adversely  impact 
on  reported  error  rates  and  States’ 
chances  for  receiving  increased  federal 
funds.  Therefore,  the  implementation 
schedule,  as  revised,  will  (1)  provide 
States  approximately  45  to  60  days  lead 
time  to  implement;  (2)  result  in  aligning 
implementation  with  the  beginning  of  a 
review  period;  (3]  allow  States 
flexibility  to  conduct  a  test  phase  prior 
to  the  required  implementation  date; 
and  (4)  expedite  reinstitution  of  regular 
QC  reviews  so  that  States’  error  rates 
can  be  used  in  determining  entitlement 
to  enhanced  funding. 

Implementation  of  these  regulations 
(by  the  timeframe  specified  in  (2)  below) 
will  supersede  emergency  rulemaking 
published  February  9, 1979  (43  FR  8548). 

'  Under  the  February  9  regulations.  States 
were  required  to  implement  no  later 
than  March  1, 1979,  modihed  QC 
reviews.  The  modified  QC  reviews  were 
implemented  to  measure  the  number  of 
case  actions  and  the  quality  of  cases 
converted  to  the  requirements  of  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  and  the  October 
17, 1978  Food  Stamp  Program 
regulations. 

The  implementation  schedule  for 
conducting  QC  reviews  is: 

(1)  All  States  must  continue  to 
conduct  modified  QC  reviews  through 
August  31  and  submit  Form  FNS-133  to 
FNS  by  September  15. 

(2)  All  States  must  implement  the 
requirements  of  Subpart  C  for 
conducting  QC  reviews  no  later  than 
October  1, 1979.  Each  State  must  submit 
a  QC  sampling  plan  for  approval  to  FNS 
no  later  than  September  1, 1979. 

(3)  States  may  implement  QC 
September  1.  The  month  of  September 
would  be  a  test  phase.  These  States 
would  not  be  required  to  operate  under 
an  approved  sampling  plan  for  this 
testing  period  or  submit  data  collected 
for  the  sample  month. 

Many  commenters  expressed  concern 
regarding  timely  receipt  of  the  QC 
handbook  and  forms.  States  indicated 
that  implementation  of  QC  reviews  was 
dependent  on  the  handbook  and  forms 


being  available  to  the  States  in 
sufficient  time  to  develop  manuals, 
sampling  plans  and  to  provide  adequate 
training  to  reviewers  on  the  new 
procedures  and  forms.  The  Department 
recognizes  this  concern  and  is 
expending  all  efforts  towards  providing 
States  with  the  handbook  and  forms  at 
the  time  of  publication  of  these 
regulations  or  soon  thereafter.  To  ensure 
no  delays  in  the  development  and 
submission  of  the  QC  sampling  plan,  the 
final  regulations  contain  a  more  detailed 
explanation  of  the  content  of  the 
sampling  plan  (description  of  the  frame 
and  method  of  sample  selection)  in 
order  to  assist  States  in  meeting  the 
required  implementation  schedule.  It 
should  be  noted  that  development  and 
submission  of  a  sampling  plan 
September  1  would  encompass 
reviewing  the  current  plan  to  determine 
where  modifications  are  necessary.  If 
the  current  sampling  plan  includes  all 
required  information  (as  identified  in  the 
regulations  and  described  below),  the 
State  may  simply  resubmit  the  existing 
plan. 

In  identifying  the  frame  and  method  of 
sample  selection  in  the  QC  sampling 
plan  (as  specified  in  §  275.11(a)  of  these 
regulations),  the  State  shall  describe  in 
detail: 

(1)  The  lists  from  which  the  sample  of 
food  stamp  cases  is  actually  selected. 
The  following  characteristics  for  each 
population  shall  be  described: 

(a)  Source(s)  (e.g..  list  of  redeemed 
Authorization  to  Participate  cards 
(ATP’s),  mail  issuance  records,  daily 
tally  sheets); 

(b)  The  time  at  which  the  lists  are 
available  for  sample  selection; 

(c)  The  accuracy  and  completeness  of 
sample  lists  in  reference  to  the 
population(s)  of  interest; 

(d)  Whether  or  not  the  frame  is 
constructed  by  combining  more  than  one 
list; 

(e)  Where  the  frame  is  compiled  (e.g., 
entirely  in  the  State  office,  entirely  in 
local  offices,  in  the  State  office  based  on 
information  supplied  by  local  offices); 

(f)  The  form  of  the  frame  (e.g., 
computer  file,  microfilm,  hard  copy).  If 
different  parts  of  the  frame  are  in 
different  forms,  the  form  of  each  part 
must  be  specified; 

(g)  Frequency  and  length  of  delays  in 
updating  the  lists  or  their  sources; 

(h)  Methods  of  locating  and  deleting 
unwanted  items  from  the  lists;  and 

(i)  Structure  of  the  lists  (i.e.,  the  order 
of  units  within  each  list). 

(2)  The  procedure  for  selecting  the  QC 
samples.  If  more  than  one  selection  list 
is  used,  the  method  of  selection  from 
each  list  shall  be  specified.  A  time 


schedule  for  each  step  in  the  sampling 
procedure  shall  be  included.  The 
following  characteristics  for  each 
population  shall  be  described: 

(a)  Procedures  for  estimation  of 
caseload  size; 

(b)  Procedures  for  the  determination 
of  an  appropriate  overpull; 

(c)  Procedures  for  the  computation  of 
sampling  intervals  and  the 
determination  of  random  starts  (when 
using  systematic  sampling); 

(d)  Criteria  for  stratifying  or  clustering 
the  sample; 

(e)  The  application  of  selection 
procedures  to  identify  sample  cases: 

(f)  Procedures  to  compensate  for 
excessive  oversampling  or 
undersampling; 

(g)  Any  checks  and  controls  to 
monitor  the  selection  and  assignment  of 
sample  cases;  and 

(h)  The  relationship,  if  any,  between 
the  food  stamp  quality  control  sample 
design  and  other  federally  mandated 
quality  control  samples  (e.g..  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children 
(AFDC)  or  Medicaid). 

Two  individuals  commented  on  the 
Department’s  proposal  to  review  cases 
which  have  been  converted  via  a  desk 
review  (as  provided  in  §  272.1(g)(l)(iii)) 
using  standard  QC  review  procedures. 
As  proposed,  when  the  QC  reviewer 
detected  an  error  in  one  of  these  cases 
which  resulted  from  an  element  of 
eligibility  which  was  not  converted  and 
was  not  required  to  be  converted,  the 
reviewer  would  disregard  the  error.  If 
the  reviewer  detected  the  error  in  an 
element  which  was  or  should  have  been 
converted,  the  reviewer  would  handle 
the  error  in  accordance  with  Subpart  C 
of  Part  275.  One  commenter  approved  of 
the  proposal  but  indicated  the  proposal 
was  to  conduct  a  QC  desk  review  of 
desk  converted  cases.  This  was  not  the 
Department’s  intent.  Desk  converted 
cases  would  be  reviewed  using  regular 
QC  review  procedures  which  includes 
full  field  review  and  collateral  contacts. 
Another  commenter  indicated  that  some 
cases  may  slip  the  conversion  process 
and  recommended  these  cases  be 
identified  as  “not  subject  to  review.” 
The  Department  believes  cases  which 
have  not  been  converted  as  required 
must  be  subject  to  review  and  errors 
reflected  where  appropriate.  Therefore, 
this  final  rulemaking  includes  the 
Department’s  proposal  on  handling  desk 
converted  cases  with  clarification  that 
cases  which  should  have  been  desk 
converted  will  also  be  subject  to  review. 
The  regulations  also  refer  to  “variances” 
detected  in  these  cases  rather  than 
“errors.” 
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During  the  initial  semiannual 
reporting  periods,  State  agencies  are 
required  in  this  final  rulemaking  to 
report  the  monthly  progress  of  sample 
selection  and  completion  and  the 
summary  of  the  sample  results  on  forms 
provided  by  FNS.  The  report  on  monthly 
progress  of  sample  selection  and 
completion  will  be  submitted  to  FNS 
monthly,  and  must  be  received  no  later 
than  10  days  after  the  end  of  each 
month.  Each  report  must  reflect  the 
status  of  sampling  and  review  activity  in 
the  previous  month.  The  first  report 
must  be  submitted  by  December  10, 

1979,  reflecting  the  activity  of  November 
1979.  The  report  containing  a  summary 
of  the  sample  results  must  be  submitted 
to  and  received  by  FNS  no  later  than  90 
days  from  the  end  of  each  semiannual 
reporting  period.  Any  corrections  or 
clarifications  to  the  reports  which  are 
requested  by  FNS  must  be  submitted  by 
the  State  agency  within  10  days  of  the 
request. 

The  Department  is  still  interested  in 
the  submission  of  machine-readable 
data  to  provide  access  to  the 
information  on  Form  FMS-245  as 
described  in  the  proposed  regulations. 
Given  the  massive  nature  of  automating 
this  system,  however,  the  Department  is 
exploring  the  feasibility  of  a  pilot  test 
prior  to  full  implementation.  Recognizing 
the  need  within  each  State  agency  to 
adjust  their  own  data  compilation  and 
processing  routines  during 
implementation,  the  reporting' 
procedures  described  above  and  in  the 
regulations  are  intended  to  serve  in  the 
interim. 

Quality  Control  Reviews 

Scope  and  Purpose 

The  proposed  and  final  regulations 
require  that  reviews  be  conducted  on 
active  cases  to  determine  at  a  given 
point  in  time  (the  review  date)  if 
households  are  eligible  and  receiving  the 
correct  allotment  of  food  stamps.  There 
were  seven  comments  received  on  this 
section,  two  supporting  the  section  as  a 
whole,  three  raising  questions  on  the 
review  date  for  active  cases  and  two 
raising  technical  questions  on  the 
review  date  for  expedited  service  cases. 
One  of  the  comments  on  the  review  date 
suggested  that  the  date  of  review  be  the 
date  of  certification;  another  comment 
suggested  that  the  month  of  review  be 
changed  to  the  month  immediately 
following  the  month  of  certification.  The 
Department  has  historically  supported 
the  most  useful  review  date  as  the  first 
day  of  the  sample  month  or  the  day  of 
certification,  whichever  is  later.  The 
review  at  that  point  yields  more  data  on 


the  operation  of  the  program,  i.e.,  it 
covers  the  reporting  of  changes  and 
handling  of  reported  changes  by  the 
State  agency  in  addition  to  actions 
taken  at  certification.  The  Department 
still  wishes  to  gather  this  information 
and  consequently  the  final  regulations 
retain  the  point  in  time  concept.  The 
third  comment  pointed  out  that  the 
regulations  as  proposed  has  no 
provision  for  States  using  fiscal  month 
for  certification.  The  Department  has 
already  approved  the  use  of  the  fiscal 
month  and  the  language  in  the  final 
regulation  is  reworded  to  define  the 
review  date  for  active  cases  as  either 
the  first  day  of  a  calendar  or  fiscal 
month,  or  the  day  of  certification, 
whichever  is  later. 

The  Department  has  made  three 
further  changes  in  the  wording  of  this 
section  in  the  final  regulations.  First,  to 
reference  more  specifically  the  Food 
Stamp  Act  of  1977,  the  sentence  in  this 
section  concerning  analyzing  findings  of 
the  reviews  to  determine  the  incidence 
and  dollar  amounts  of  errors  has  been 
reworded  in  the  final  regulations.  It  now 
refers  to  determining  a  State’s 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate  and 
eligibility  for  enhanced  funding,  and 
planning  corrective  action  to  reduce 
excessive  levels  of  errors  when 
cumulative  allotment  error  rates  of  5 
percent  or  more  are  reported.  Second, 
the  Department,  to  more  accurately 
reflect  quality  control  objectives,  has 
added  the  words  “at  all  levels  of 
administration"  to  the  third  objective  of 
quality  control.  Finally,  for  purposes  of 
clarification,  the  fourA  step  in  the 
review  process  has  been  reworded  in 
the  final  regulations  to  provide  for  the 
transmission  of  completed  worksheets 
and  schedules  to  the  State  agency  for 
centralized  data  compilation  and 
analysis. 

Sampling 

The  Department  received  a  total  of  49 
comments  on  the  proposed  quality 
control  sampling  requirements. 

Sampling  plan.  The  proposed  and 
final  regulations  set  forth  the 
requirements  for  the  preparation  and 
submission  of  a  quality  control  sampling 
plan  and  the  full  documentation  of  all 
sampling  procedures  within  each  State 
agency.  *l1iis  section  has  been  expanded 
to  provide  more  detailed  specification  of 
sampling  plan  content.  It  has  been 
reorganized  to  emphasize  the 
requirement  that  all  sampling  plans  (as 
opposed  to  just  alternatives  to 
systematic  sampling)  must  meet  the 
following  criteria: 

(1)  Conformance  to  principles  of 
probability  sampling; 


(2)  Documented  methods  for 
estimating  characteristics  of  the 
population  and  their  sampling  errors: 

(3)  Population  estimates  with  the 
same  or  better  precision  as  would  be 
obtained  by  a  simple  random  sample  of 
the  size  specified  in  the  regulations. 

(This  criteria  created  some  confusion  for 
a  few  commenters  because  of  the 
variations  in  precision  between  States 
of  different  size.  It  should  be  noted  that 
the  requirement  of  equivalent  precision 
will  be  applied  to  each  State  agency 
independently.  The  comparison  wiU  be 
between  the  precision  of  the  State 
agency’s  estimates  from  a  simple 
random  sample  (or  its  equivalent)  to  the 
precision  of  the  estimates  imder  Uie 
proposed  sampling  plan); 

(4)  Description  of  all  weighting 
procedures  and  their  effect  on  data 
analysis  and  reporting  requirements; 
and 

(5)  Maintenance  of  current  effort  in 
other  phases  of  the  quality  control 
process,  e.g.,  case  reviews,  statistical 
reports  and  data  analysis. 

Several  conunenters  requested 
specific  deadlines  for  sampling  plan 
submission  to  ensure  FNS  approval  with 
sufficient  lead  time  prior  to 
implementation.  The  final  regulations 
require  State  agencies  to  submit  a 
quality  control  sampling  plan  and 
subsequent  modifications  of  sample 
design,  frame,  or  procedures  to  FNS  for 
approval  at  least  30  days  prior  to 
implementation. 

One  commenter  suggested  that  the 
quality  control  sample  be  stratified  by 
households’  food  stamp  classification 
(i.e.,  public  assistance  or  nonassistance). 
Because  public  assistance  workers  may 
be  performing  unfamiliar  food  stamp* 
related  activities,  the  sample 
stratification  may  provide  useful 
postconversion  data.  While  State 
agencies  retain  the  option  to  stratify  the 
sample  in  this  fashion,  it  is  not  required 
in  the  final  regulations  since  reasonable 
comparisons  of  the  error  characteristics 
of  these  strata  can  be  made  without 
altering  the  sample  design.  However,  in 
recognition  of  the  differing  problems 
present  within  the  two  strata,  separate 
data  analysis  of  public  assistance  and 
nonassistance  food  stamp  cases  is  being 
considered  for  final  rulemaking  under 
Subpart  D  (Data  Analysis  and 
Evaluation). 

Universe.  The  proposed  and  final  - 
regulations  define  the  active  universe  to 
include  all  households  receiving  food 
stamps  during  a  review  period  with 
several  exceptions  which  are  not 
amenable  to  a  quality  control  review.  A 
few  commenters  recommended  that  the 
universe  be  defined  to  include  all 
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households  certified  eligible  for  benefits. 
This  definition' would  expedite  sample 
selection' if  alist  of  certihed  eligible 
households  is  available  at  the  beginning 
of  each  sample  mondi  since  lists  of 
participating  households  are  not 
available  until  after  the  end  of  the 
sample  month.  It  was  also  noted  that  the 
list  of  certified  eligible  households 
would  be  more  consistent  with  the 
AFDC  payrolls  generally  used  to  select 
the  AFDC  quality  control  samples  and 
would  facilitate  the  integration  of 
quality  control  sample  selection. 

While  the  Department  recognizes  that 
the  use  of  certification  lists  has  some 
advantages  for  timely  sample  selection 
and  integrated  samples,  it  believes  that 
the  final  regulations  are  suSiciently  ' 
flexible  to  permit  and  encourage  their 
use  without  modifying  the  character  of 
the  imiverse  definition.  Section 
273.11(c)(l](i)  allows  State  agencies  to 
use  a  list  of  certified  eligible  households 
or  a  list  of  issued  ATP’s  provided  that 
households  which  do  not  participate  are 
not  reviewed  and  that  households  which 
are  certified  and  participate  after  frame 
compilation  are  included  in  a 
supplemental  list. 

A  few  commenters  suggested  that 
some  certified  households  may  choose 
not  to  participate  if  certified  incorrectly 
at  a  benefit  level'  which  cannot  justify 
the  effort  to  obtain  food  stamps.  With 
the  elimination  of  the  purchase 
requirement,  however,  informal 
estimates  of  the  rates  of  participation 
among  certified  eligible  households 
indicate  that  the  number  of  such  cases  is 
likely  to  be  too  small  to  warrant  any 
modification  of  the  universe  definition. 

The  list  of  exclusions  from  die  active 
universe  has  been  clarified  in  the  final 
regulations.  It  has  been  revised  to 
coincide  more  closely  with  the  reasons 
for  coding  a  case  not  subject  to  review 
in  Section  275.12(b)(2](ii).  Hie  proposal 
to  exclude  all  households  under 
investigation  for  Federal  or  State  benefit 
program  fraud  has  been  modified  to 
exclude  only  households  under 
investigation  for  Food  Stamp  Program 
fraud  (including  households  with 
pending  fraud  hearings).  This  change 
was  made  in  response  to  a  commenter 
who.  questioned  the  food  stamp  quality 
control  reviewer's  ability  to  know  about 
ongoing  investigations  in  unrelated 
programs. 

The  proposed  and  final  regulations 
exclude  those  households  appealing  a 
Notice  of  Adverse  Action  when  the 
review  date  fails  within  the  time  period 
covered  by  continued  participation 
pending  a  hearing.  It  should  be  noted 
that  cases  in  which  the  review  date  falls 
within  the  10  day  period  given 


participating  households  to  report 
changes,  the  10  day  period  given  the- 
State  agency  to  act  on  reported  changes 
or  the  10  day  period  given  households  to 
appeal  a  Notice  of  Adverse  Action  are 
subject  to  review.  However.  QC  review 
procedures  will  allow  bodi  thaState 
agency  and  the  households  the-  Ml  time 
periods  for  reporting;,  actings  and 
appealing  when  determining  whether 
variances  will  be  included  m  each 
case's  error  determination. 

Several  of  the  commenters  noted  diat 
it  may  not  be  possible  to  identify  some 
of  the  exclusions  at  the  time  of  frame 
compilation  and  sample  selection.  This 
was  equally  true  for  the  operation  of 
quality  control  under  the:  Food  Stamp 
Act  of  1964.  The  Department  is  aware 
that  a  sample  frame  may  include  cases 
which  are  not  part  of  the  universe  and 
for  which  information  is  not  desired, 
such  cases  are  selected  in  the  sample. 
Section  275.11(c)(2)  of  die  final 
regulations  requires,  only  that  the  be 
coded  as  not  subject  to  review  and 
reported  as  such.  State  agencies  should 
incorporate  an  appropriate  overpull  in 
the  required  sample  size  to  compensate 
for  the  deletion  of  such  cases. 

The  proposed  and  final  regulations 
define  the  negative  universe  to  include 
all  households  whose  application  for 
food  stamps  was  denied  or  whose 
certification  was  terminated  during  the 
review  period.  Again,  there  are  certain 
exceptions  not  amenable  to  a  quality 
control  review. 

The  list  of  exclusions  has  been 
modified  somewhat  in  the  final 
regulations.  The  proposed  regulations 
excluded  those  households  which 
withdrew  a  signed  application  prior  to 
the  agency’s  determination.  The  final 
regulations  exclude  all  households 
which  withdraw  an  application  (both 
signed  and  unsigned).  The  intent  is  to 
review  only  those  households  in  which 
the  State  agency  takes  some  action  to 
deny  or  terminate  participation.  All 
voluntary  withdrawals  prior  to  the 
agency’s  decision  are  excludable.  The 
proposed  regulations  excluded 
households  under  investigation  for 
fraud;  this  has  been  clarified  to  exclude 
households  under  investigation  for  Food 
Stamp  Program  fraud.  Finally,  a 
sentence  has  been  added  to  specifically 
exclude  any  action  which  changes  a 
household’s  food  stamp  classification 
from  nonassistance  to  public  assistance 
(or  vice  versa)  that  does,  not  interrupt 
the  household’s  participation. 

Frame.  Two  commenters  objected  to- 
the  proposed  requirement  that  die  active 
sample  frame  include  all  households 
which  participate  in  the  sample  month. 
As  noted  above;  this  requirement  may 


often  entail  the  use  of  supplemental 
lists,  particularly  if  a  State  agency  elects 
to  use  alist  of  certified  eligible 
households.  One  commenter  proposed 
that  State  agencies,  be  allowed  to  use 
incomplete  sample  frames  provided  that 
the  number  of  cases  excluded  is  small 
compared  to  the  total  caseload  and  that 
the  percentage  ofexcluded  cases  which 
appear  in  frames  for  subsequent  months 
is  relatively  high.  It  was.  suggested  that 
the  burden  of  proof  would  be  on  the 
State  agency  to  demonsfrate:  their 
compliance  with  these  limits.  Although 
the  Department  recognizes  the  merit  of 
this  proposal,  it  is  concerned  with  tha 
lack  of  sufficient  data  to  establish 
realistic  limits  and  with  the  mechanism 
by  which  State  agencies  can 
demonstrate  compliance.  Consequently, 
no  change  has.  been  made  in  the  final 
regulations,  but  the  Department  may 
reconsider  the  issue  at  a  later  time  and 
solicits  additional  comment 

Sample  size.  The  proposed  regulations 
eliminated  the  former  sample  size  tables 
and  substituted  two  equations  for  the 
determination  of  the  active  and  negative 
quality  control  sample  sizes.  These 
equations  took  account  of  both  caseload 
size  and  reported  error  rates  in  the 
sample  size  determination.  The  intent  of 
this  proposal  was  to  concentrate  the 
quality  control  sample  in  States  with 
large  numbers  of  participating 
households  and  substantial  monthly 
issuances,  smooth  the  abrupt  changes  in 
sample  size  caused  by  changes  in 
caseload  size,  and  provide  an  additional 
incentive  to  State  agencies  to  reduce 
error  rates  (i.e.,  a  smaller  sample  size). 

Twenty-five  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies  commented  on  this  proposal; 
While  the  commenters  generally 
supported  the  use  of  a  continuous 
function,  the  overwhelming  majority 
were  opposed  to  the  inclusion  of  the 
State  agency’s  error  rate  as  a 
determining  variable.  Many  State 
agencies  argued  that  the  potential 
fluctuations  of  sample  size  caused  by' 
variations  in  error  rates  could  not  be 
accommodated  within  the  States’ 
staffing  patterns  and  budget  cycles;  It 
was  felt  that  resources  would  be 
misdirected  to  completing  additional 
sample  reviews  instead  of  improving 
program  administration  if  error  rates 
increased.  Some  noted  that  the  use  of 
error  rates  in  the  sample  size 
determination  may  inhibit  an  impartial 
identification  of  errors  by  quality  control 
reviewers.  Finally,  the  approach  was 
seen  as  an  implicit  penalty  for  hi^  error 
rates  rather  than  an  incentive  for 
reducing  error  rates. 

Based  on  these  comments,  the 
Department  has  modified' this- section  in 
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the  final  regulations.  The  use  of  a 
continuous  function  has  been  retained 
but  the  reliance  upon  error  rates  has 
been  eliminated.  The  function  below  is 
designed  to  maintain  current  levels  of 
precision  as  much  as  possible  while 
minimizing  any  increases  in  sample  size. 
The  number  of  active  cases  to  be 
selected  and  reviewed  by  each  State 
agency  during  each  six-month  reporting 
period  will  be  determined  as  follows: 

Average  monthly  households  Required  semiannual 
sample  size 


60,000  and  over _ n  =  1200 

10.000  to  59,999 _ n  -  150  +  0.021 

(N  -  10,000) 

Under  10,000 _ n  »  150. 


where  (1)  n  is  the  required  active  sample 
size  (the  minimum  number  of  active 
cases  subject  to  review  which  must  be 
selected  each  reporting  period]  and  (2)  N 
is  the  anticipated  average  monthly 
participating  caseload  subject  to  quality 
control  review.  If  this  procedure  had 
been  used  during  the  January-June  1978 
reporting  period,  the  active  sample 
would  have  been  smaller  in  23  States, 
larger  in  3,  and  unchanged  in  28. 

The  number  of  negative  cases  to  be 
selected  and  reviewed  by  each  State 
agency  during  each  six-month  reporting 
period  will  be  determined  as  follows: 


Average  monthly  actions 

Required  semiannual 
sample  size 

....  n  -  800 

500  to  4,999 . . 

....  n  =  150  +  0.144 

(N-500) 

...  n  s  ISO. 

where  (1)  n  is  the  required  negative 
sample  size  (the  minimum  number  of 
negative  cases  subject  to  review  which 
must  be  selected  each  reporting  period) 
and  (2)  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  number  of  negative  cases 
subject  to  quality  control  review.  If  this 
procedure  had  been  used  in  the 
January-June  1978  reporting  period,  the 
negative  sample  would  have  been 
smaller  in  27  States,  larger  in  9,  and 
unchanged  in  17. 

The  Department  believes  that  this 
approach  will  maintain  the  advantages 
of  the  proposal  (i.e.,  effectively 
distributing  the  quality  control  sample 
among  States  of  different  size, 
smoothing  abrupt  changes  in  sample 
size,  and  facilitating  the  coordination 
and  integration  of  sample  selection 
procedures]  while  eliminating  the 
perceived  disadvantages. 

A  few  commenters  said  that  the 
proposed  sample  sizes,  particularly  for 
the  negative  sample,  were  excessive  and 
provided  estimates  of  greater  precision 
than  needed.  As  the  preamble  to  the 


proposed  regulations  noted,  however, 
the  quality  control  sample  is  used  to 
provide  estimates  for  determining  State 
agencies*  eligibility  for  additional 
administrative  funds  and  as  the  basis 
for  planning  corrective  action.  The 
quality  control  sample  size  must  strike  a 
balance  between  the  need  to  support 
detailed  analysis  for  corrective  action 
planning  and  provide  reasonably  precise 
estimates  of  total  error  rates.  Given  the 
concerns  expressed  in  the  comments, 
the  maximum  semiannual  active  sample 
size  in  the  Hnal  regulations  has  been 
reduced  from  1400  to  1200  reviews;  the 
maximum  semiannual  negative  sample 
size  has  been  reduced  from  1200  to  800 
reviews.  The  larger  reduction  of  the 
negative  sample  is  predicated  on  the 
uniformly  low  negative  action  error 
rates  (excluding  procedural  errors] 
reported  in  the  past. 

Some  of  the  State  agencies  of  smaller 
States  objected  to  the  proposed  increase 
in  the  minimum  active  and  negative 
samples  from  75  to  150  semiannual 
reviews.  While  this  requirement  places 
an  additional  burden  on  these  agencies, 
the  Department  believes  that  the 
importance  of  a  sufficiently  large  sample 
to  support  effective  data  analysis 
justifies  the  increase  in  the  fmal 
regulations.  Furthermore,  the  8nal 
regulations  include  a  provision  that 
allows  State  agencies  to  reduce  the  total 
sample  size  if  the  agency  can  produce 
estimates  of  equivalent  precision.  The 
smaller  States,  with  very  small 
caseloads,  will  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  this  provision  by 
incorporating  the  finite  population 
correction  factor  [(N  —  n]/N,  where  N  is 
the  caseload  size  and  n  is  the  sample 
size]]  into  its  computation  of  precision. 

The  Department  recognized  the 
difficulty  of  accurately  predicting 
caseloads  when  determining  sample  size 
in  the  proposed  regulations.  The 
proposed  and  final  regulations  include  a 
provision  to  account  for  this  uncertainty. 
States  will  not  be  penalized  if  the  actual 
caseload  during  a  reporting  period  is 
less  than  20  percent  larger  than  the 
estimated  caseload  used  to  determine 
the  semiannual  sample  size.  If  the  actual 
caseload  is  more  than  20  percent  larger 
than  the  estimated  caseload,  the  larger 
sample  appropriate  for  the  actual 
caseload  will  be  used  in  computing  the 
sample  completion  rate.  A  few 
commenters  objected  that  the  20  percent 
limit  was  too  low  and  that  the 
requirement  would  have  a  minimal 
effect  on  precision.  Some  suggested  that 
an  average  of  past  caseloads  be  used 
rather  than  an  estimate  of  forthcoming 
caseloads.  Given  the  potential  for  rapid 
changes  in  caseload  size  and  the 


provisions  included  in  the  regulations 
for  adjusting  sample  size,  however,  the 
Department  believes  that  the  procedures 
for  caseload  estimation  and  the  20 
percent  threshold  are  adequate. 

Finally,  this  section  was  reorganized 
to  remove  all  references  to  the  use  of 
error  rates  in  the  determination  of 
sample  sizes  and  to  eliminate  some 
duplication. 

Sample  selection.  The  proposed 
reg\ilations  required  that  households 
selected  more  than  once  in  the  same  six* 
month  reporting  period  be  reviewed 
only  once,  with  subsequent  selections 
coded  not  subject  to  review.  Several 
commenters  indicated  that  is  was  time- 
consuming  to  identify  such  cases  and 
that  it  was  a  source  of  potential  bias. 

The  inconsistency  of  limiting  this 
requirement  to  selections  within  a 
reporting  period  (i.e.,  a  household  might 
be  reviewed  in  both  March  and  April, 
but  not  in  April  and  May]  was  also 
noted.  The  final  regulation  has  been 
revised  to  require  ^at  an  active  case  be 
reviewed  each  time  it  is  selected  for  the 
sample. 

The  proposed  regulations  included  a 
provision  that  sample  selection  should 
be  made  no  later  than  the  15th  day  of 
the  month  following  the  sample  month. 
Some  commenters  suggested  that  this 
Vvas  too  stringent,  and  in  the  final 
regulations,  the  deadline  has  been 
moved  to  the  20th  day  of  the  following 
month. 

The  proposed  regulations  left  the 
adjustment  of  excessive  oversampling 
and  undersampling  to  the  State  agency's 
option.  The  final  regulations  have  been 
modified  to  require  the  correction  of 
excessive  undersampling  so  that  the 
minimum  sample  size  requirements  are 
met.  The  correction  of  excessive 
oversampling  is  left  a  State  agency 
option.  (It  is  noted,  however,  that  the 
completion  rate  is  based  on  the  number 
of  cases  selected  subject  to  review.  A 
State  agency  which  selects  a  larger 
sample  will  be  required  to  complete  95 
percent  of  all  cases  subject  to  review.) 
Additional  emphasis  is  placed  on  the 
requirement  that  these  corrections  must 
not  bias  the  sample  results. 
Consequently,  cases  which  are  dropped 
to  compensate  for  oversampling  must  be 
a  random  subsample  of  all  cases 
selected  (including  those  completed,  not 
completed,  and  not  subject  to  review). 
Cases  which  are  added  to  the  sample  to 
compensate  for  undersampling  must  be 
randomly  selected  from  the  entire  frame. 
A  sentence  has  also  been  added  that 
requires  all  sample  adjustments  to  be 
fully  documented  and  available  for 
review  by  FNS. 
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Sample  completion.  The  proposed  and 
final  regulations  attempt  to  control  the 
potential  bias  of  nonresponse  with  a 
completion  standard  of  95percent  of 
both  the  active  and  negative  quality 
control  samples.  This  percentage  is  the 
ratio  of  the  number  of  completed 
reviews  to  the  number  of  cases  selected 
subject  to  review  or  to  the  minimum 
number  of  cases  computed  from  the 
sample  size  equations,  whichever  is 
larger.  A  State  agency’s  entitlement  to 
the  increased  federal  share  of 
administrative  costs  will  depend  on  the 
satisfactory  completion  of  at  least  95 
percent  of  the  required  active  case 
reviews. 

Some  commenters  objected  to 
including  households  which  cannot  be 
located  or  would  not  cooperate  in  the 
computation  of  the  completion  rate, 
arguing  that  such  factors  cannot  be 
controlled  by  the  agency.  Some 
suggested  a  standard  lower  than  95 
percent.  The  Department  made  no 
change  in  the  final  regulation  for  two 
reasons.  First,  there  is  a  significant 
concern  for  the  potential  bias  of 
nonresponse.  This  concern  would  be 
aggravated  by  Qie  arbitrary  exclusion  of 
households  subject  to  review  but  not 
completed  for  reasons  “beyond  the 
agency’s  control.’*  Second,  the  degree  of 
uncertainty  associated  with 
nonresponse  rises  rapidly  as  the  number 
of  uncompleted  case  reviews  increases. 
To  help  ensure  an  equitable  distribution 
of  the  additional  administrative  funds, 
the  Department  must  minimize  this 
uncertainty.  The  95  percent  standard, 
while  rigorous,  is  one  attained  by  more 
than  half  of  the  State  agencies  in 
January-June  1978  and  is,  therefore,  a 
realistic  goal. 

Reporting  requirements.  Section 
275.11(g)  duplicated  §  275.21  of  the 
proposed  regulations.  Therefore,  it  has 
been  deleted  from  the  final  regulations. 

Review  of  Active  Cases 

Full  verification.  *1110  proposed  and 
final  regulations  require  that  quality 
control  verify  household  circumstances 
as  of  the  review  date.  There  were  17 
comments  on  the  requirement  that  QC 
reviewers  use  full  verification,  as 
opposed  to  strictly  following  the 
verification  requirement  in  the 
certification  regulations.  The  comments 
reflected  two  basic  concerns:  (1)  that  the 
quality  control  reviewer  is  allowed  to 
verify  more  fully  than  the  eligibility 
worker  and  thus  may  Hnd  more 
information  than  the  eligibility  worker 
did;  and  (2)  that  quality  control’s  use  of 
full  verification  will  lead  to  “excessive 
verification"  by  the  certiflcation  stai^,  in 
an  effort  to  avoid  errors.  A  complete 


discussion  of  the  veriHcation 
requirements  in  the  certification 
regulations  is  contained  in  the  preamble 
in  the  section  entitled  “Variances 
excluded  from  error  analysis.”  The 
Department  does,  however,  want  to 
clearly  state  why  full  verification  is 
considered  necessary  in  conducting 
quality  control  reviews.  The  purpose  of 
quality  control  is  to  determine 
households'  actual  eligibility  and  basis 
of  issuance  as  of  the  review  date  and,  to 
do  this  e^ectively,  full  veritication  is  a 
necessary  part  of  the  review  process.  In 
addition,  quality  control  is  a 
management  tool  by  which  the 
Department  measures  not  only  the 
quality  of  certiHcation  and  participation, 
but  also  identifies  system  and  policy 
problems  within  the  program  structure. 
To  accomplish  this,  veritication  of 
all  elements  is  essential,  since  without 
complete  veritication  the  Department 
will  not  have  sufficient  information  upon 
which  to  evaluate  the  program  and 
make  policy  changes,  if  necessary. 

Review  completed  to  the 
determination  of  coupon  allotment.  The 
proposed  and  final  regulations  require 
that,  to  identify  all  variances  in  an 
active  case,  the  review  must  be 
completed  to  the  point  where  the  proper 
coupon  allotment  is  determined.  A 
discussion  of  this  issue  and  why  the 
Department  expanded  this  concept  is 
contained  under  the  section  of  the 
preamble  entitled,  “Identification  of 
variances.” 

There  was  also  a  comment  on  this 
section  referring  to  the  completion  time 
for  a  review.  The  commenter  suggested 
that  60  days  was  a  more  realistic 
expectation  of  the  time  necessary  to 
complete  a  quality  control  review.  The 
proposed  regulations  are  actually 
flexible  on  this  time  period,  stating  “it  is 
essential  that  reviews  be  made  as  soon 
as  possible,  usually  within  30  days  of 
assignment.”  Since  this  does  provide  a 
State  with  some  latitude,  the  tinal 
regulations  retain  this  language. 

Content  of  the  review.  The  largest 
number  of  comments  on  this  section 
were  directed  towards  the  requirement 
in  the  proposed  regulations  that  public 
assistance  (PA)  income  be  recomputed 
in  cases  containing  PA  income  when  the 
reviewer  tinds  income  and  deduction 
information  that  indicates  that  the  PA 
grant  is  incorrect.  There  were  52 
comments  received  on  this  issue,  40  of 
the  commenters  were  totally  opposed  to 
this,  two  commenters  supported  it  and 
10  commenters  saw  some  problems  with 
doing  this  but  were  not  totally  opposed 
to  it.  Those  States  already  using 
integrated  sampling  did  not  feel  that  the 
recomputation  presented  serious 


problems  for  them  but  commented  that 
this  would  be  administratively  ditilcult 
for  States  not  using  integrated  sampling. 
They  also  pointed  out  that  training 
would  be  an  area  of  concern  for  all 
States.  The  40  commenters  opposing  this 
provision  identified  several  reasons  for 
their  opposition.  The  reasons  most  often 
given  are  as  follows:  (1)  The  process  will 
create  errors  since  errors  in  PA  grants 
would  cause  an  error  to  be  reflected  in 
the  food  stamp  case;  (2)  the  provision  is 
contrary  to  certification  policy  which 
requires  the  use  of  income  as  received  to 
compute  food  stamp  benetits;  (3)  the 
requirement  to  recompute  PA  income 
but  no  other  income  is  inconsistent;  (4) 
the  provision  results  in  an 
administrative  burden  relative  to 
training  and  increased  time  expended  in 
reviewing  a  case;  (5)  there  is  no 
legislative  basis  for  this  provision;  (6) 
since  the  process  will  increase 
completion  time  for  a  review,  it  could 
affect  the  completion  rate  for  QC 
reviews;  and  (7)  the  requirement  is  not 
feasible  unless  a  State  has  integrated 
sampling  or  multifunction  reviewers  and 
the  majority  of  States  are  not  presently 
in  that  position.  In  recognition  of  the 
predominantly  negative  response  to  the 
requirement  tO' recompute  the  PA  grant, 
the  Department  has  not  included  this 
provision  in  the  tinal  regulations.  PA 
income  will  thus  be  treated  as  all  other 
income  for  QC  purposes.  However,  tiie 
Department  feels  that  many  of  the 
conunents  reflected  a  misunderstanding 
of  the  intent  of  the  proposed  provision 
and  consequently  the  Department  wants 
to  clarify  the  requirement  contained  in 
the  proposed  regulations.  The 
underlying  reason  for  the  proposal  to, 
recompute  the  PA  grant  (as  opposed  to. 
other,  nonpublic  sources  of  income)  was 
to  reflect  more  accurately  the  total 
Federal  program  loss  in  the  AFDC  and 
Food  Stamp  Programs.  For  example,  if  a 
household  is  receiving  both  PA  and  food 
stamp  benefits  in  a  given  month  and  is 
also  receiving  other  income  which  has 
not  been  reported  to  the  State  agency, 
benetits  will  have  been  overissued  in 
both  programs.  However,  if  both 
programs  calculated  corrected  benefit 
levels  and  reported  the  amount  of  loss  to 
each  program  independently,  the  total 
Federal  loss  would  be  overstated.  This 
is  because  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
bases  benefit  levels  upon  the  size  of  the 
grant  the  household  receives  from  PA.  In 
the  above  situation,  PA  woidd 
determine  its  loss  for  the  month  based 
upon  the  household’s  actual 
circumstances,  while  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  would  determine  its  loss  based 
upon  the  incorrect  PA  grant  and  other 
actual  circumstances.  This  results  in  a 


45886 


Federal  Register  /  VoL  44.  No.  151  /  Friday.  August  3,  1979  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


greater  loss  determination  than  if  the 
corrected,  lower,  PA  grant  were  used.  If 
both  program  losses  in  this  household 
were  added  together  the  total  Federal 
loss  would  thus  reflect  some  double 
counting.  Assuming  the  above  situation 
occurs  in  a  substantial  number  of  cases 
selected  for  review,  the  resultant  error 
rates  for  the  two  programs  continually 
overstate  total  Federal  loss.  The 
provision  in  the  proposed  regulations 
would  have,  in  part,  eliminated  this 
overcounting  by  basing  food  stamp  loss 
on  a  household's  actual  circumstances 
as  related  to  their  actual  entitlement  to 
PA  benefits.  This  proposal  was  designed 
to  ensure  fairness  to  State  agencies. 

The  Department  never  intended  that 
the  recomputation  provision  cause  a 
food  stamp  error.  The  food  stamp  QC 
reviewer  would  only  recompute  the  PA 
grant  when  unreported  income  and 
deduction  information  is  discovered  in 
an  amount  that  would  result  in  the 
occurrence  of  an  error  in  the  food  stamp 
case,  whether  or  not  the  PA  grant  was 
recomputed.  For  example,  in  a  case 
where  no  new  income  is  found  in  the 
household,  and  a  computational  error 
was  made  by  the  PA  worker  when 
determining  the  PA  grant,  then  the  food 
stamp  QC  reviewer  would  not 
recompute  the  PA  grant.  Not  only  would 
recomputation  of  the  PA  grant  not  create 
food  stamp  errors,  it  would  result  in  a 
lower  dollar  loss  being  counted  in  the 
State’s  cumulative  allotment  error  rate. 
This  is  true  because  recomputation  of 
the  PA  grant  would,  in  the  vast  majority 
of  cases,  lower  the  amount  of  the  grant 
and  the  household's  total  income  would 
be  less  than  if  the  full  grant  were  used, 
thus  lowering  the  amount  the  food 
stamp  case  was  overissued.  There  are 
also  instances  when  PA  and  food  stamp 
benefits  are  underissued  due  to  an 
unreported  loss  of  income  in  the 
household.  Recomputation  of  the  PA 
grant  in  this  situation  would  result  in 
adjusting  the  PA  grant  up  to  the  correct 
level  and  thus  reflecting  the  true 
underissuance  to  the  household.  While 
the  Department  recognizes  the 
administrative  burdens  recomputation 
would  palce  on  the  States,  some  of  the 
other  objections,  as  illustrated  above, 
were  not  viable  in  light  of  the 
Department's  intent.  The  Department 
wants  to  stress  this  because,  although 
the  provision  has  been  removed  in  the 
final  regulations  at  this  time,  the 
Department  is  considering  proposing 
this  provision  at  a  future  date,  with  a 
clearer  explanation  of  its  intent,  so  that 
new  comments  that  are  not  based  on  a 
misunderstanding  of  the  provision  can 
be  obtained. 


Household  case  record  review.  The 
Department  received  four  comments  on 
this  section.  Two  of  these  suggested  that 
additional  guidelines  be  included  to  give 
the  reviewer  more  direction  in 
conducting  the  household  case  record 
review.  These  are  procedural  concerns 
and  thus  would  not  be  addressed  in  the 
regulations  which  are  intended  to  state 
policy  only.  One  comment  simply  agreed 
that  documents  in  the  case  record  can 
constitute  adequate  documentation.  The 
fourth  comment  suggested  that  the 
regulations  specify  that  QC  is  not 
required  to  review  circumstances  past 
the  review  date  and  that  any  additional 
information  discovered  during  the 
review  be  reported  as  discrepancies. 

The  proposed  and  final  regulations  as 
written  essentially  address  this  concern; 
the  reviewer  examines  the  review  month 
but  any  changes  after  the  review  date 
are  reported  as  discrepancies. 

Field  investigation.  The  Department 
received  nine  comments  on  this  section. 
Four  comments  were  general  and  five 
comments  were  directed  to  the 
exception  allowed  Alaska  relative  to 
field  investigations.  Two  of  the  general 
comments  supported  this  section  and 
two  comments  opposed  full  field 
investigation.  The  latter  recommended 
that  desk  reviews  be  conducted  instead 
of  home  visits.  The  Department  believes 
that  in  order  to  correct,  verify  and 
document  all  the  data  needed  for  a 
review  of  an  active  case  that  a  field 
review  is  necessary.  For  this  reason  the 
final  regulations  continue  to  require  full 
field  investigation. 

Three  comments  stated  that  the 
exception  clause  for  Alaska  was 
discriminatory  and  that  the  exception 
provision  should  not  be  limited  to 
Alaska.  The  Department  recognizes  that 
many  parts  of  the  country  have  severe 
weather  of  varying  types  for  some 
periods  of  time.  However,  the 
Department  feels  that  both  the 
geography  and  inaccessibility  of 
households  in  Alaska  pose  unique  and 
long  term  problems  relative  to 
conducting  field  investigations. 
Consequently,  the  final  regulations 
continue  to  allow  this  exception  only  for 
Alaska.  In  response  to  two  of  the 
comments  received,  the  final  regulations 
are  reworded  to  reflect  that  the 
exception  can  be  made  based  on  the 
geography  and  lack  of  accessibility  and 
transportation  in  some  parts  of  Alaska. 

Personal  interviews.  The  Department 
received  a  total  of  26  comments  on  this 
section.  Three  comments  suggested  that 
allowances  be  made  for  a  telephone 
interview  in  certain  circumstances.  The 
Department  believes  that  a  telephone 
interview  with  the  household  is  not  an 


adequate  method  of  interviewing  a 
participant  household  and  consequently 
the  final  regulations  retain  the  provision 
precluding  a  telephone  interview,  except 
when  the  field  investigation  is  not 
conducted  in  cases  in  Alaska  as 
outlined  above. 

The  13  comments  received  on 
notifying  the  household  prior  to  making 
a  home  visit  were,  for  the  most  part, 
opposed  to  this  provision  for  varying 
reasons.  Some  commenters  felt  that  this 
requirement  would  add  time, 
complexity,  and  expense  to  the  review 
process.  Specifically,  since  many 
participants  do  not  have  phones,  written 
notification  will  be  necessary  and  this 
results  in  an  increase  in  the  time  it  takes 
to  complete  the  review  and  possibly 
increases  travel  time  and  cost  when  the 
reviewer  has  to  go  to  a  county  once  to 
desk  review  the  case  and  send  a  letter 
to  the  participant,  and  a  second  time  to 
make  the  home  visit.  These  commenters 
suggested  that  the  option  of  providing 
prior  notification  be  left  up  to  the  State. 
Several  commenters  felt  that 
unannounced  home  visits  have  proven 
to  be  an  effective  method  of  field 
investigation.  They  felt  that  if  the 
participant  knows  when  the  reviewer  is 
to  make  the  home  visit  the  participant 
may  avoid  the  reviewer  or  “prepare”  for 
the  visit  and  consequently  the  reviewer 
may  be  unable  to  evaluate  the 
household’s  true  circumstances.  These 
commenters  also  pointed  out  that 
specific  appointments  can 
inconvenience  the  participant  since  the 
reviewers,  depending  on  their  schedules, 
are  not  always  able  to  keep 
appointments  or  be  on  time. 

Two  commenters  supported  the 
provision  and  one  of  these  suggested 
that  the  households  be  informed  that 
they  are  not  being  singled  out  for 
investigation  but,  rather,  that  this  is  part 
of  an  ongoing  review  process.  The 
Department  believes  that  the  home  visit 
should  not  be  totally  unannounced  nor 
should  it  alarm  or  inconvenience  the 
participant.  In  recognition  of  the  varied 
concerns  outlined  above,  the 
Department  concluded  that  while  some 
provision  for  prior  notification  is 
necessary.  States  should  be  given  some 
latitude  in  how  this  provision  is 
implemented.  Consequently,  the  final 
regulations  have  been  reworded  to 
require  a  notification  to  the  household 
that  it  has  been  selected  for  review,  as 
part  of  an  ongoing  review  process,  and 
that  a  home  visit  will  be  made  at  some 
time  in  the  future.  The  method  and 
specificity  of  the  notification  is  left  up  to 
the  State  agency.  The  Department 
believes  that  the  final  regulations 
address  the  concern  that  a  home  visit 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  44.  No.  151  /  Friday,  August  3,  1979  /  Rules  and  Regulations 


45887 


not  be  totally  unannounced  while,  at  the 
same  time,  precluding  a  participant  from 
deliberately  avoiding  the  reviewer  or 
being  inconvenienced  if  the  reviewer  is 
unable  to  keep  an  exact  appointment. 

The  remaining  nine  comments  on  this 
section  were  concerned  with 
designation  of  collateral  contacts  and 
the  results  of  a  household's 
noncooperation  in  this  area.  The  first 
concern  expressed  in  several  comments 
was  that  under  the  proposed  regulations 
the  quality  control  reviewer  is  not 
limited  to  using  the  collateral  contacts 
designated  by  the  participants,  as  is  the 
eligibility  worker.  There  was  a 
suggestion  that  the  reviewer  should  be 
subject  to  the  same  constraints  as  the 
eligibility  worker.  The  Department 
believes  the  participant  should  certainly 
have  the  opportunity  to  designate 
collateral  contacts  and  that  die  QC 
reviewer  should  elicit  names  of 
collateral  contacts  from  the  participant. 
However,  it  is  the  Department’s  position 
that  the  reviewer  may  go  beyond  that 
and  use  other  collateral  contacts. 

Quality  control,  as  a  monitoring  system, 
has  an  obligation  to  obtain  the  most 
complete  information  possible  and  from 
the  most  reliable  sources.  In  order  to 
accomplish  this,  the  reviewer  may  have 
to  go  beyond  the  collateral  contacts 
designated  by  the  household.  The  final 
regulations  have  been  reworded  to 
reflect  this  policy,  as  well  as  to 
emphasize  that  the  reviewer  should 
elicit  names  of  collateral  contacts  from 
the  participant. 

The  second  area  of  concern  in  the 
comments  on  collateral  contacts  was 
relative  to  the  consequences  of  a 
household’s  refusal  to  cooperate  by 
refusing  to  sign  the  release  of 
information  form  in  States  where  this  is 
required.  The  commenters  questioned  if 
there  are  consequences,  and  if  so,  what 
they  are.  To  clarify  this  area  the  final 
regulations  include  a  reference  to 
§  273.2(d)  in  the  certification  regulations 
which  includes  the  following  sentence: 
“The  household  shall  also  be 
determined  ineligible  if  it  refuses  to 
cooperate  in  any  subsequent  review  of 
its  eligibility,  including  reviews 
generated  by  reported  changes, 
recertification,  or  as  part  of  a  quality 
control  review.” 

Collateral  contacts.  The  Department 
received  27  comments  on  this  section, 
all  directed  toward  the  sentence 
concerning  resolution  of  conflicting 
information.  The  comments  reflected 
differing  reactions  to  this  provision;  six 
commenters  supported  the  language  in 
the  proposed  regulations,  10  commenters 
were  opposed  to  the  provision  and  11 
commenters  had  a  divided  reaction. 


Several  State  agencies  indicated  that 
they  presently  have  some  mechanism 
for  resolving  differing  information;  in 
most  instances  their  QC  reviewers 
resolve  the  conflicting  information  prior 
to  the  completion  of  the  review  and  the 
reporting  of  an  error.  One  commenter 
felt  that  the  eligibility  worker  should 
resolve  the  conflicting  information  but 
most  of  the  commenters  felt  that  this 
should  be  done  by  the  QC  reviewer, 
both  because  it  would  be  less  time 
consuming  and  because  it  is  part  of  the 
review  process. 

While  some  State  agencies  saw  no 
problem  with  confronting  the  participant 
with  differing  information  from  a 
collateral  source,  others  felt  that 
subsequent  visits  with  the  participant 
would  be  time  consuming  and  costly. 
Several  commenters  also  pointed  out 
that  reviewers  use  the  most  reliable 
collateral  contacts  they  can  and  when 
documentation  from  such  a  source  is 
beyond  question  that  the  reviewer 
should  be  able  to  make  the  final 
determination. 

In  summary,  the  majority  of  the 
commenters  supported  resolution  of 
conflicting  information  by  the  QC 
reviewer,  using  varying  methods.  The 
Department  agrees  that  such  resolution, 
before  a  review  is  completed  and  an 
error  determination  is  made,  is  a 
procedure  that  the  QC  reviewer  should 
follow  as  part  of  the  review  process.  The 
quality  control  reviewer,  in  evaluating  a 
case  uses  only  fully  verified  and 
documented  information,  based  on  the 
most  reliable  data  available.  Obviously, 
the  reviewer  wants  to  present  the  most 
accurate  findings  possible  and  resolving 
conflicting  information  would  contribute 
to  this.  When  resolving  conflicting 
information  the  reviewer  must  recontact 
the  participant  (unless  the  participant 
cannot  be  reached]  and  discuss  the 
conflicting  information.  In  the  final 
assessment,  the  Department  believes 
that  reviewers  must  use  their  best 
judgment  based  on  the  most  reliable 
data  available.  The  final  regulations 
have  been  reworded  to  reflect  this 
position  and  to  ensure  that  conflicting 
information  is  resolved  before  an  error 
determination  is  made.  'The  final 
regulations  also  mandate  that  the 
reviewer  dociunent  the  basis  on  which 
the  decision  is  made. 

Identification  of  variances.  The 
terminology  of  this  paragraph  has  been 
changed  from  proposed  rulemaking  to 
clarify  the  definitions  of,  and 
relationship  between  "errors”  and 
“variances.”  The  final  regulations  use 
the  term  variance  to  describe  situations 
where  information  verified  by  the 
reviewer  as  of  the  review  date  differs 


from  information  used  at  the  time  of  the 
most  recent  certification  action  or  when 
policy  has  been  misapplied  for 
individual  elements  of  eligibility  and 
basis  of  issuance.  Thus,  if  income, 
resources,  household  composition,  etc. 
differ  between  the  QC  review  date  and 
the  latest  certification  action,  the  case 
would  contain  variances.  This  also 
includes  policy  misapplication  or 
computational  mistakes  made  by  the 
State  agency  staff  when  calculating 
eligibility  and/or  benefit  levels.  The 
term  error  is  applied  in  these  regulations 
to  those  cases  which  are  ultimately 
determined  to  be  ineligible  or  have 
received  an  incorrect  allotment  in  the 
sample  month  based  upon  certification 
policy. 

While  it  is  obvious  that  variances  and 
errors  have  a  direct  relationship  (i.e.,  the 
former  must  exist  for  the  latter  to  occur) 
this  relationship  is  not  absolute 
(existence  of  the  former  does  not 
necessitate  occurrence  of  the  latter).  It  is 
not  absolute  for  three  reasons;  (1)  QC’s 
adherence  to  certification  policy 
regarding  certification  pending 
verification  and  reporting  of  changes  in 
household  circumstances;  (2)  the  $5.00 
individual  case  tolerance  which 
disregards  incorrect  allotments  of  $5.00 
or  less;  and  (3)  situations  where  two 
variances  cancel  each  other  out  (e.g., 
cases  with  two  sources  of  income  when 
one  is  higher  in  the  sample  month  and 
the  other  lower  than  at  the  time  of 
certification).  The  first  and  second 
reasons  given  above  are  expanded  upon 
later  in  this  preamble  while  the  third  is 
self-explanatory. 

The  major  modification  in  this  section 
from  proposed  rulemaking  is  in  the 
identification  and  reporting  of 
variances.  Under  proposed  regulations 
States  would  have  been  required  to 
identify  and  list  on  the  Form  FNS-245  all 
variances  in  error  cases  without 
assigning  priorities.  This  provision  has 
been  expanded  in  final  regulations  to 
require  identification  and  reporting  of 
variances  in  all  completed  cases.  In  both 
cases,  the  provision  requires  that  all 
cases  be  completely  reviewed,  including 
cases  determined  to  be  ineligible  early 
in  the  review  for  reasons  such  as 
excessive  resources,  residency,  etc.  The 
Department  received  10  comments  on 
the  proposed  provision,  seven  of  which 
were  negative.  The  primary  objections 
were:  1)  continuing  the  review  after 
ineligibility  is  determined  is  not  cost 
effective  in  that  the  variance  which 
results  in  an  ineligibility  determination 
is  the  one  corrective  action  should  be 
aimed  at;  and  2)  listing  all  variances 
without  assigning  priorities  will  not 
identify  the  primary  reasons  cases  are  in 
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error,  whidi  may  hinder  corrective 
action  efforts.  The  Department 
evaluated  these  comments  and 
reexamined  the  entire  area  of  reporting 
QC  findings.  While  commenters’ 
concerns  are  recognized,  the 
Department  concluded  that  information 
on  variances  in  all  cases  will,  in  fact, 
provide  information  essential  for 
accurate  and  complete  corrective  and/or 
preventive  action  planning. 

Commenters’  objections  to  the  extra 
time  needed  to  identify  all  variances 
seems  somewhat  overstated  since  only 
3.7  percent  of  the  cases  reported  in  the 
January-June  1978  QC  reporting  period 
were  ineligible  (many  of  which  were 
found  ineligible  only  after  all  elements 
of  eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance  were 
verified).  Thus,  more  review  activity 
would  be  required  in  only  a  small 
percentage  of  cases  as  information  in  all 
other  completed  cases  must  be  fully 
verified  regardless  of  reporting 
requirements.  The  additional  time 
needed  to  code  all  variances  oii  Form 
FNS-245  for  all  cases  will  also  be 
minimal  given  the  fact  that  coding 
involves  no  more  than  designating 
numbers  to  reflect  information  gathered 
during  the  review.  Commenters’  concern 
over  not  designating  a  primary  variance 
was  recognized  in  proposed  rulemaking 
by  providing  States  with  an  option  of 
designating  a  primary  variance  for  their 
own  use.  This  provision  is  retained  in 
these  regulations.  The  reason  the 
Department  does  not  require 
identification  of  a  primary  variance  is 
that  this  determination  is  often  difficult 
to  make  in  cases  with  multiple  variances 
which  results  in  inconsistent 
determinations  and  potentially  skewed 
analysis.  Conversely,  coding  all 
variances  will  provide  objective  and 
complete  information  by  which  States 
and  the  Department  can  measure  the 
effectiveness  of  program  policies  and 
the  accuracy  with  which  operating 
procedures  are  adhered  to. 

The  "Error  Analysis”  paragraph  of  the 
proposed  regulations  would  have 
required  that  QC  reviewers  determine 
when  errors  occurred  and  whether  the 
error  was  agency  or  participant  caused. 
Further,  errors  would  have  been 
assigned  to  the  State  agency  when 
inadequate  documentation  in  the 
casefile  resulted  in  the  reviewer  being 
unable  to  determine  when  the  error 
occurred  and/or  who  caused  it.  The 
Department  received  10  comments  on 
this  provision,  nine  of  which  were 
negative.  The  commenters  who  opposed 
this  provision  felt  that  the  determination 
of  “adequate  documentation”  is 
subjective  and  an  illogical  basis  for 
assigning  errors.  Commenters  suggested 


that  when  reviewers  cannot  determine 
who  caused  the  error  it  should,  in  fact, 
be  reported  as  undetermined.  The 
Department  has  modified  this  provision 
to  direct  the  assignment  of  cause  to 
variances  rather  than  errors  and  has 
eliminated  that  part  of  the  provision 
which  would  have  assigned  variances  to 
the  agency  solely  on  the  basis  of  the 
reviewer  being  unable  to  determine 
when  the  variance  occurred.  If  the 
reviewer  cannot  determine  whether  the 
variance  existed  at  the  time  of 
certification  or  subsequent  to 
certification,  the  reviewer  will  simply 
report  this  independent  of  the 
determination  of  whether  the  variance 
was  agency  or  participant  caused. 
However,  these  regulations  do  retain 
that  part  of  the  provision  which  requires 
assignment  of  variances  to  the  agency 
when  inadequate  documentation 
prevents  a  definitive  determination  of 
agency  or  participant  responsibility  for 
variances.  The  intent  of  this  requirement 
is  not  to  assign  variances  to  agencies 
solely  on  the  basis  of  missing 
documentation.  Only  when  no  other 
information  obtained  during  the  review 
enables  the  reviewer  to  determine 
responsibility  for  the  variance,  and 
documentation  in  the  casefile  is 
inadequate  will  variances  be  assigned  to 
the  agency.  Hie  Department  believes 
this  is  reasonable  in  that  State  agencies 
are  required  to  document  completely 
and  when  documentation  is  incomplete 
in  an  element  which  varies  it  is  probable 
that  the  agency  could  have  done  more  to 
prevent  the  variance  and  must  take 
some  responsibility  for  its  occurrence. 

Variances  excluded  from  error 
analysis.  The  proposed  regulations 
provided  for  situations  excluded  from 
error  analysis  and  reporting  in  the 
paragraph  entitled  "Cumulative 
Allotment  Error  Rate.”  The  Department 
has  set  these  exclusions  apart  to  clarify 
the  intent  of  this  provision  and  to  more 
closely  follow  the  actual  review  process. 
The  Department  received  44  comments 
on  what  should  be  excluded  from  the 
error  determination  (and  ultimately  from 
the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate). 
While  13  commenters  supported  the 
proposed  exclusions,  10  of  these  and  the 
remaining  31  believed  they  were 
incomplete.  Conunenters  felt  that  the 
following  should  also  be  excluded  from 
the  error  determination:  (1)  Variances  in 
elements  which  the  State  agency  is  not 
required  to  verify  at  the  time  of 
certification  and  (2)  variances  due  to 
participants  reporting  inaccurate 
information  or  not  reporting  at  all. 

Since  adoption  of  ffie  latter  of  these 
two  proposes  would  leave  the  former 
irrelevant  (participants  must  supply 


inaccurate  information  before 
verification  becomes  an  issue)  the 
Department  first  considered  exclusion  of 
participant  caused  variances.  While  the 
Department  recognizes  the  difficulty 
States  face  in  ensuring  participants 
report  accurately  and  completely,  this  is 
a  critical  area  of  State  responsibility. 
State  agencies  can  influence,  and  to  a 
substantial  extent,  control  what  and 
when  participants  report  through 
effective  interviewing  and  providing  full 
information  regarding  program  rules  and 
participants’  responsibilities.  Further,  as 
one  commenter  pointed  out,  the  House 
Committee  did  recognize  in  developing 
the  1977  Act  that  participant  caused 
variances  are  difficult  to  control  (House 
Report  No.  95-484,  95th  Cong.  1st  Sess., 
pp.  347-363).  However,  Congress  took  no 
action  to  exclude  such  variances  from 
the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate,  nor 
was  there  any  implication  that  such 
action  should  be  taken.  Thus,  any  such 
provision  that  would  affect  the  content 
of  the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
could  violate  congressional  intent  in 
regard  to  the  provisions  for  enhanced 
Federal  funding  based  upon  these  error 
rates.  It  is  the  Department's  position  that 
Congress  intended  the  enhanced  funding 
to  provide  States  with  a  goal  which  can 
be  reached  through  improved  program 
administration,  including  providing 
participants  with  a  clear  understanding 
of  their  responsibilities  and  improving 
interview  techniques.  For  the  reasons 
outlined  above  the  Department  can  not 
concur  with  commenters’  position  on 
excluding  participant  caused  variances 
from  the  error  determination. 

The  Department  believes,  based  upon 
commenters’  reasons  for  proposing 
exclusion  of  variances  in  elements  for 
which  the  certification  regulations  do 
not  “require”  verification,  that  some 
misunderstanding  exists  in  regard  to  the 
verification  requirements  of  the 
certification  regulations.  The 
certification  regulations  mandate 
verification  of  all  gross  nonexempt 
income  (both  earned  and  unearned), 
declared  alien  status,  utility  expenses  in 
excess  of  a  utility  standard,  student  tax 
dependency  and  the  eligibility  of  the 
taxpayer  household  when  the 
application  indicates  likely  student  tax 
dependency.  These  regulations  also 
mandate  verification  of  all  questionable 
information  regarding  other  elements  of 
eligibility  and  permit  State  agencies  to 
determine  their  own  verification  policies 
regarding  loans  and  liquid  resources, 
including  full  verification  of  these 
elements  for  all  households. 

The  final  certification  regulations  are 
more  stringent  than  the  proposed 
regulations  published  May  2, 1978  (43  FR 
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18874)  which  many  State  agencies 
opposed  because  they  felt  their 
flexibility  to  verify  information  would 
be  limited,  thus  reducing  program 
accountability.  In  response  to  these 
concerns,  the  Department  developed  the 
verification  standards  outlined  above 
which  require  full  verification  of  income 
and  other  major  elements  of  eligibility, 
and  also  require  verification  of  any 
other  eligibility  factor  which  is 
questionable  because  information  on  the 
application  is  inconsistent  with 
statements  made  by  the  applicant,  other 
information  on  the  application,  previous 
applications,  or  other  information 
received  by  the  State  agency.  The 
provision  allowing  States  to  verify 
information  on  the  application  that  is 
inconsistent  with  statements  made  by 
the  applicant  means  that  effective 
interviewing  techniques  can  be  used  to 
detect  questionable  areas  which  are 
then  subject  to  verification.  Thus,  State 
agencies  need  not  have  a  document  that 
is  inconsistent  with  information  on  the 
application  in  order  to  verify  such 
information. 

For  the  reasons  cited  above,  the 
Department  believes  it  is  reasonable  to 
include  all  variances  which  States  can 
control  in  the  QC  error  determination 
and  cumulative  allotment  error  rates. 
Thus,  under  the  final  regulations,  quality 
control  will  measure  States’ 
administration  of  the  program  as 
reflected  by  the  effectiveness  of  States’ 
interviewing  techniques,  case 
evaluations,  ability  to  provide  complete 
information  to  applicants,  etc.  (which, 
after  all,  is  one  of  the  primary  purposes 
of  quality  control). 

While  the  Department  believes  that  a 
number  of  comments  indicate 
misunderstanding  and  underestimation 
of  the  amount  of  verification  permissible 
under  the  October  certification  rules  the 
Department  is  concerned  about 
comments  on  this  issue.  In  response  to 
these  comments,  the  Department  plans 
to  propose  modifications  to  the  October 
verification  rules.  This  proposal  is 
planned  for  appearance  in  the  Federal 
Register  within  60  days.  In  addition,  in 
evaluating  commenters’  concerns,  the 
Department  identified  two  situations,  in 
addition  to  those  in  the  proposed  quality 
control  regulations,  in  which  variances 
will  be  excluded  from  the  error 
determination.  Variances  in  these 
situations  (see  §  275.12(b)(l)(iv)(D)  and 
(E)  of  the  final  regulations)  would  be 
beyond  States’  ability  to  control  in  that 
the  certiHcation  regulations  require 
States  to  make  eligibility  and  allotment 
level  determinations  based  upon 
incomplete  information,  limit  what 
participants  must  report,  and  specify 


allowable  periods  of  time  for  reporting 
and  State  action  upon  such  reports.  The 
occurrence  of  variances  in  these 
situations  will  be  reported  as 
administrative  deficiencies  for  the 
Department’s  use  in  evaluating  related 
program  policies. 

Error  analysis.  The  Department 
received  14  comments  oh  the  provisions 
of  the  proposed  regulations  which  are 
retained  in  this  section  of  the  final 
regulations.  These  comments  were 
primarily  directed  at  the  proposed  $5.00 
individual  case  tolerance  which  will  be 
applied  to  the  allotment  certified  for  in 
the  sample  month  and  the  allotment 
which  a  household  should  have  been 
certified  for  based  upon  QC's 
application  of  certification  policy.  Seven 
commenters  supported  the  provision  as 
proposed  while  two  recommended  more 
closely  aligning  the  individual  case 
tolerance  with  AFDC’s  tolerance  (i.e.,  a 
tolerance  which  would  disregard 
differences  of  less  than  $5.00  rather  than 
the  proposed  tolerance  which 
disregarded  differences  of  $5.00  or  less). 
The  reason  given  for  this  suggestion  was 
to  promote  consistency  between  food 
stamp  and  AFDC  QC.  While  the 
Department  agrees  that  consistency  is 
desirable  between  the  two  programs, 
differences  in  the  programs’  methods  of 
dispensing  benefits  make  consistency 
impossible  in  this  instance.  AFDC 
benefits  are  usually  calculated  to  the 
penny  while  food  stamp  procedures 
require  rounding  to  whole  dollars  in 
calculating  benefits.  Thus,  if  AFDC’s 
tolerance  were  adopted,  the  food  stamp 
tolerance  would,  in  effect,  disregard 
differences  of  $4.00  or  less,  which  would 
be  no  more  consistent  than  the  tolerance 
as  proposed.  For  this  reason  the  final 
regulations  retain  the  provisions  of  the 
proposed  regulations  for  the  individual 
case  tolerance. 

Five  of  the  comments  received  on  the 
$5.00  tolerance  exhibited  some 
misunderstanding  in  regard  to  the 
relationship  between  the  tolerance  and 
the  $25.00  reporting  requirement 
provided  for  in  §  273.12(c)  of  the 
certification  regulations.  The  $25.00 
reporting  requirement  is  used  by  QC  to 
determine  participants’  responsibility  to 
report  changes  in  gross  nonexempt 
income  subsequent  to  certification, 
while  the  $5.00  tolerance  is  used  to 
measure  the  effect  of  any  variance  on 
allotments  and  to  determine  whether  a 
reportable  basis  of  issuance  error  exists. 

Cumulative  allotment  error  rate.  As 
explained  earlier  in  this  preamble,  much 
of  the  content  of  this  section  contained 
in  proposed  regulations  has  been  moved 
to  §  275.12(b)(l)(iv)  in  hnal  rulemaking. 
Four  comments  were  received  which 


apply  to  the  remaining  provision  of  this 
section.  All  four  commenters  believed 
that  the  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
should  not  include  the  value  of 
allotments  underissued  and  two  felt  that 
underissued  allotments  should  be  offset 
against  the  amount  of  overissued 
dollars.  The  Department  disagrees  with 
these  suggestions  for  two  reasons:  (1) 
the  Food  Stamp  Act  of  1977  clearly 
directs  that  the  cumulative  allotment 
error  rate  include  the  value  of 
underissued  dollars;  and  (2)  the 
Department  is  equally  committed  to 
providing  full  benefits  to  eligible 
households  (this  being  the  primary 
reason  for  having  the  program)  as  it  is  to 
ensuring  that  no  households  receive 
more  food  stamp  benefits  than  they  are 
entitled  to.  For  these  reasons  the  final 
regulations  continue  to  include  the  value 
of  underissuance  allotments  in  the 
cumulative  allotment  error  rate. 

Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  The  Department  received 
33  comments  on  this  section  of  the 
proposed  regulations,  28  of  which 
supported  the  proposed  definition  and 
reporting  requirements  for 
administrative  deficiencies.  Based  upon 
this  support,  the  final  regulations  retain 
the  provisions  of  the  proposed 
regulations  with  only  some  technical 
modification. 

As  requested  in  the  preamble  of  the 
proposed  regulations,  the  Department 
received  comments  on  the  possible 
establishment  of  a  tolerance  level  for 
the  occurrence  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  Nine  out  of  ten  comments 
received  on  this  issue  supported  the  idea 
of  a  tolerance.  The  Department  is 
currently  evaluating  this  issue  and  will 
address  it  under  final  regulations 
dealing  with  corrective  action  which 
will  be  published  in  the  future. 

Identification  of  discrepancies  and 
reporting  of  findings  on  individual 
cases.  This  section  of  the  proposed 
regulations  received  no  direct  comment 
but  was  expanded  in  final  regulations  to 
ensure  that  all  information  gathered  by 
quality  control  is  transmitted  to  the 
State  agency  for  appropriate  action. 

Disposition  of  case  reviews.  The 
Department  received  a  comment  from 
the  USDA  Office  of  Inspector  General 
(OIG)  concerning  cases  selected  for 
review  in  which  the  case  record  and/or 
the  participant  carmot  be  located.  In 
both  the  proposed  and  final  regulations, 
these  cases  are  reported  as  not 
completed.  OIG  felt  some  special  action 
is  needed  for  these  cases  to  ensure  that 
allotments  are  being  issued  to  eligible 
households.  While  State  agencies  would 
pursue  these  cases  individually,  OIG  felt 
that  investigations  may  be  necessary 
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and  that  a  tolerance  should  be 
established  which,  if  exceeded,  would 
require  some  speciai  action.  While  the 
language  of  the  proposed  regulations 
has  been  retained  in  these  regulations, 
the  Department  believes  this  is  a  serious 
concern  and  will  give  this  issue  full 
consideration  and  address  it  in  final 
rulemaking  imder  Subpart  B 
(Management  Evaluation  Reviews)  and 
Subpart  E  (Corrective  Action). 

Two  comments  were  received  on  the 
proposed  regulations  dealing  with  cases 
not  subject  to  review.  Both  commenters 
believed  that  cases  which  have  received 
a  Notice  of  Adverse  Action  should  not 
be  subject  to  review  when  the  review 
date  falls  in  the  10  day  period  following 
such  a  notice.  The  reason  given  for  this 
recommendation  was  that  the  QC 
review  could  interfere  with  the  hearing 
process  if  the  participant  appealed  the 
notice.  While  the  Department  agrees 
that  the  QC  review  should  in  no  way 
disrupt  the  hearing  process  in  these 
situations,  it  is  believed  that  dropping  a 
case  because  a  household  may  appeal  is 
not  a  sufficient  reason.  These  are 
participating  cases  which  can  be 
reviewed  and  should  be  reviewed  to 
ensure  that  QC  findings  are  as 
representative  of  States’  caseloads  as 
possible.  The  modifications  made  to  this 
section  were  in  response  to  changes  in 
§  275.11(b)(1)  (as  explained  earlier  in 
this  preamble)  and  to  correct  an 
inconsistency  between  that  section  and 
this  one  which  existed  in  the  proposed 
rulemaking.  The  modifications  were  to; 
identify  that  cases  receiving  restored 
benefits  but  which  are  otherwise 
ineligible  are  not  subject  to  review; 
exclude  from  the  not  subject  to  review 
category  cases  selected  more  than  once 
in  a  six-month  reporting  period;  and 
limit  the  coding  of  cases  as  not  subject 
to  review  because  of  fraud 
investigations  to  Food  Stamp  Program 
fraud  investigations  only. 

Review  of  Negative  Cases 

Content  of  the  review.  The 
Department  has  clarified  this  section  of 
the  regulations.  In  reviewing  negative 
cases,  the  QC  reviewer  must  examine 
the  case  record  and  verify,  based  on 
documentation  in  the  file,  whether  the 
reason  for  the  denial  or  termination  is 
valid.  If  the  denial  or  termination  is 
determined  valid,  the  reviewer  is,  in 
fact,  determining  that  the  household  was 
ineligible.  If,  through  the  case  record 
review,  the  reviewer  determines  the 
reason  to  be  invalid,  the  QC  reviewer 
must  then  determine  whether  the 
household  was  eligible  or  ineligible  at 
the  time  of  the  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate  program  benefits.  This 


procedure  was  implied  in  the  proposed 
regulations  but  not  specifically 
identified. 

Field  investigation.  The  majority  of 
the  comments  received  on  negative 
cases  were  directed  to  the  Department’s 
proposal  to  require  a  determination  of 
the  household’s  eligibility  or  ineligibility 
at  the  time  of  the  agency’s  decision  to 
deny  or  terminate  program  benefits. 

This  proposal  included  requiring  the 
reviewer  to  conduct  a  field 
investigation,  if  necessary  and,  compute 
for  each  household  determined  eligible, 
a  coupon  allotment  based  on  the 
household’s  status  at  the  time  of  the 
decision.  Forty-three  individuals 
commented  on  this  proposal.  Fifteen 
commenters  approved  the  expanded 
review  of  negative  cases  indicating  tliis 
approach  would  provide  statistics  on 
how  many  decisions  were  actually 
invalid  and  would  give  negative  cases 
equal  importance  to  active  cases.  Four 
commenters  opposed  the  proposal  and 
recommended  field  investigations  be 
required  on  all  negative  cases.  Twenty- 
four  commenters  either  opposed  the 
expanded  review  or  the  requirement 
that  the  QC  reviewer  compute  a 
household’s  allotment  if  the  household  is 
determined  eligible.  ’Those  opposing  the 
computation  of  a  household’s  allotment 
indicated  this  was  the  responsibility  of 
the  local  staff,  not  the  QC  reviewer. 
These  commenters  recommended  the 
QC  reviewer  review  the  case  to  the 
point  eligibility  is  determined  and  then 
report  this  information  to  the  State 
agency  for  computation  of  the  allotment 
by  the  eligibility  worker.  'The  major 
concern  cited  by  commenters  opposing 
the  expanded  review  was  the  increased 
time  involved  in  conducting  field 
reviews  which  would  require  more  staff. 
Some  commenters  indicated  the 
expanded  review  was  not  cost  effective 
and  that  no  benefit  would  be  gained  by 
the  client  or  State  agency.  The  majority 
of  the  commenters  opposing  the 
expanded  review  recommended  that  the 
review  of  negative  cases  continue  to  be 
limited  to  determining  the  correctness  of 
the  stated  reason.  . 

Requiring  field  investigations  on  all 
negative  cases  would  not  be  feasible. 
First,  if  through  examination  of  the  case 
record  and  verification  of 
documentation  contained  in  the  file  the 
reviewer  can  determine  that  the 
household  was  in  fact  ineligible,  there  is 
no  justification  for  requiring  a  full  field 
investigation.  Secondly,  the  purpose  for 
the  review  of  negative  cases  is  to  ensure 
eligible  households  are  not  being  denied 
benefits  or  terminated  from  the  program. 
This  purpose  can  be  achieved  by 
reviewing  the  case  record,  partial  field 


review,  if  sufficient,  or  full  field 
investigation,  if  necessary. 

The  Department  believes  that  some  of 
the  concerns  over  the  expanded  review 
increasing  the  review  time  and  staff  will 
partially  be  eliminated  by  the 
Department’s  decision  to  revise  its 
proposal  on  determining  sample  size 
(see  preamble  on  "Sampling”  and 
§  275.11(d)  of  these  regulations).  The 
impact  of  this  change  if  sample  sizes 
had  been  determined  as  required  in 
these  regulations  for  the  January-June 
1978  reporting  period,  would  have 
resulted  in  27  States’  negative  case 
sample  sizes  decreasing,  9  States 
increasing,  and  17  States  remaining 
unchanged.  In  addition,  it  appears  that 
States  are  overestimating  the  number  of 
negative  cases  which  may  require  some 
amount  of  field  investigation.  For  the 
January-June  1978  reporting  period,  the 
National  average  for  invalid  decisions 
was  12  percent.  Excluding  procedural 
errors,  the  National  average  was  less 
than  one  percent.  Thus,  only  for  those 
cases  where  the  reason  is  determined  to 
be  invalid,  which  represents  one  percent 
of  a  States’  negative  sample  size,  would 
the  reviewer  be  required  to  go  beyond  a 
case  record  review.  Even  if  the  National 
average  were  to  increase  to  three 
percent  and  using  the  minimum  and 
maximum  negative  case  sample  sizes 
(150  and  800  cases),  each  State  would  go 
beyond  a  case  record  review  in  only 
four  to  twenty-four  negative  cases 
during  a  six-month  review  period.  A 
percentage  of  these  cases  may  only 
require  verifying  an  element(8)  of 
eligibility  which  is  in  question  by 
contacting  a  collateral  source  by  phone. 
Therefore,  based  on  the  fact  that  a 
minimal  number  of  cases  would  require 
a  full  field  investigation,  this  final 
rulemaking  remains  unchanged  with 
regard  to  determining  a  household’s 
eligibility  or  ineligibility  in  negative 
cases.  The  expanded  review  of  negative 
cases  will  result  in  providing 
information  to  the  State  agency  for 
corrective  action  purposes  on  the 
number  and  types  of  households  which 
are  being  denied  or  terminated  when  in 
fact  they  were  eligible  to  participate. 
This  action  will  result  in  improved 
service  to  participants  and  potential 
participants. 

Regarding  the  comments  received  on 
requiring  the  QC  reviewer  to  compute  a 
household’s  allotment  if  determined 
eligible,  the  Department  agrees  that  this 
is  the  responsibility  of  the  local  staff. 
Since  the  purpose  for  the  negative  case 
review  is  to  determine  eligibility  or 
ineligibility,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
QC  reviewer  to  compute  the  allotment. 
In  determining  eligibility,  however,  the 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  44,  No.  151  /  Friday,  August  3,  1979  /  Rxiles  and  Regulations 


45891 


QC  reviewer  may  need  to  compute  the 
household’s  net  food  stamp  income. 
Therefore,  the  Department  has  deleted 
from  these  regulations  the  requirement 
that  QC  reviewers  compute  a 
household’s  coupon  allotment  if 
determined  eligible. 

Personal  interview.  The  regulations, 
as  proposed,  required  the  reviewer,  if 
the  case  record  or  contact  by  phone 
with  a  collateral  contact  did  not  prove 
the  household  ineligible,  to  conduct  a 
field  investigation  including  an 
interview  with  the  household  and 
collateral  contacts.  For  those  cases 
requiring  a  home  visit,  the  reviewer  was 
required  to  notify  the  household  prior  to 
the  visit.  Five  individuals  and  groups 
commented  on  several  aspects  of  the 
personal  interview.  Two  commenters 
approved  the  requirements  that  the 
interview  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that 
respects  the  rights  and  privacy  of  the 
household  and  the  requirement  that  the 
reviewer  notify  the  household  prior  to 
making  a  home  visit  One  of  these 
commenters  reconunended  the 
regulations  require  the  State  agency  to 
set  up  a  time  for  the  home  visit  which  is 
convenient  to  both  the  reviewer  and  the 
household.  The  Department  is  primarily 
concerned  that  the  household  be 
notified  prior  to  the  home  visit.  It  is  felt 
the  method  and  specifics  of  the 
notiHcation  for  negative  cases  should  be 
determined  by  each  State  agency. 

Three  commenters  indicated 
households  may  be  reluctant  to 
cooperate  since  benefits  were  denied  or 
terminated.  The  Department  believes, 
however,  that  this  type  of  reaction  could 
be  reduced  if  the  reviewer  fully  explains 
the  purpose  for  the  review  and  its 
ultimate  impact — better  service  to 
participants  and  potential  participants. 
Therefore,  the  Department’s  proposal  on 
personal  interviews  remains  unchanged 
in  these  regulations. 

Collateral  contacts.  Three 
commenters  indicated  they  opposed  the 
reviewer  obtaining  veriHcation  from 
collateral  contacts  without  the 
household’s  consent.  The  regulations 
require  if  the  case  record  does  not  prove 
ineligibility,  the  reviewer  should  contact 
by  phone  a  collateral  contact  which  was 
designated  by  the  household  and  noted 
in  the  case  record.  In  addition,  during 
the  interview  with  the  household  the 
reviewer  is  required  to  discuss  with  the 
household  and  secure  information  about 
collateral  sources  of  verification.  As 
discussed  in  the  preamble  under 
“Personal  interviews"  for  active  cases,  it 
is  the  Department's  position  that,  when 
necessary,  the  reviewer  go  beyond 
information  secured  from  the  household 
and  use  other  collateral  contacts. 


Therefore,  these  regulations  relative  to 
collateral  contacts  remain  as  proposed. 

Error  analysis.  This  paragraph  has 
been  revised  to  delete  reference  to  the 
coding  of  the  amount  of  imderissuance 
for  negative  cases  determined  to  be 
invalid.  This  is  consistent  with  the 
Department’s  decision  to  delete  the 
requirement  that  QC  reviewers  compute 
the  household’s  coupon  allotment  if 
determined  eligible. 

Negative  case  error  rate.  As 
proposed,  the  negative  case  error  rate 
was  defined  as  the  proportion  of 
negative  sample  cases  which  were 
determined  to  have  been  eligible  at  the 
time  of  denial  or  termination.  Eight 
commenters  addressed  concerns  in  this 
area.  Two  commenters  recommended 
the  error  rate  include  several  items 
defined  as  “administrative  deficiencies,” 
such  as  Notice  of  Adverse  Action  not 
sent  or  sent  too  late,  reason  incorrect, 
etc.  The  Department  believes  that  with 
the  purpose  for  negative  case  reviews 
being  to  determine  eligibility  or 
ineligibility,  the  negative  case  error  rate 
cannot  include  procedural  deficiencies 
which  do  not  impact  on  a  household’s 
eligibility  and  benefit  level.  However,  it 
must  be  emphasized  that  State  agencies 
will  be  required  to  take  corrective  action 
on  administrative  deficiencies  as  well  as 
negative  case  enors. 

Six  commenters  recommended  a 
tolerance  level  be  established  for  the 
negative  case  error  rate.  These 
comments  are  currently  being 
considered  and  will  be  discussed  in 
detail  with  publication  of  final 
rulemaking  on  the  remaining  Subparts  of 
Part  275. 

Therefore,  the  final  rulemaking 
defining  negative  case  error  rate 
remains  unchanged. 

Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  Ten  individuals  and  groups 
commented  on  the  Department’s 
proposal  relative  to  administrative 
deficiencies.  Five  commenters  approved 
the  separation  of  administrative 
deficiencies  from  errors  which  result  in 
dollar  loss  to  households.  Some  of  these 
commenters  and  others  recommended  a 
tolerance  level  be  established  for 
administrative  deficiencies.  As  stated 
previously,  the  Department  is 
considering  these  comments  and  will 
address  this  issue  with  publication  of 
the  remaining  Subparts  of  Part  275. 

Disposition  of  case  review.  Regarding 
cases  not  subject  to  review,  the 
Department  has  revised  this  paragraph 
to  delete  reference  to  cases  under 
investigation  for  Federal  or  State  benefit 
program  fraud.  This  paragraph  now 
refers  to  cases  under  active 
investigation  for  Food  Stamp  Program 


fraud  as  not  subject  to  review.  This 
change  is  consistent  with  the  revision  to 
§  275.11(b)(2)  of  these  regulations  (see 
preamble  on  “Sampling”).  In  addition, 
this  paragraph  has  been  revised  to 
include  situations  when  action  is  taken 
to  change  a  household’s  classification 
from  nonassistance  to  public  assistance 
(or  vice  \  ersa)  which  does  not  interrupt 
the  household’s  participation.  These 
cases  will  be  reported  as  not  subject  to 
review.  The  preamble  on  the  proposed 
regulations  identified  these  cases  as  not 
subject  to  review  but  reference  to  these 
cases  was  inadvertently  omitted  fi'om 
the  regulations. 

Review  Schedule — Form  FNS-245. 
Addressing  the  general  subject  of  Form 
FNS-245,  ^e  Department,  in 
cooperation  with  HEW  and  OMB,  is  in 
the  process  of  developing  an  integrated 
Review  Schedule.  When  this  form  has 
been  completed  it  shall  become  the 
official  Quality  Control  Review 
Schedule  for  States  using  integrated 
sampling. 

The  paragraph  in  the  final  regulations 
addressing  the  current  Review  Schedule 
has  been  revised  to  require  the  coding  of 
all  “variances”  in  completed  cases  on 
Form  FNS-245.  This  is  consistent  with 
§  275.12(b)(iii}  (see  preamble  on 
“Identification  of  variances”). 

Therefore,  Part  271  is  amended  to 
include  appropriate  definitions,  a  new 
paragraph  is  added  to  Part  272,  and  Part 
275  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  271— GENERAL  INFORMATION 
AND  DEFINITIONS 

1.  Section  271.2  is  amended  to  include 
the  following  definitions  and  read  as 
follows: 

§271.2  Definttions. 

“Active  case”  means  a  household 
which  was  certified  for  and  received 
food  coupons  during  the  sample  month. 

“Active  case  error  rate”  means  an 
estimate  of  the  proportion  of  cases  with 
an  error  in  the  determination  of 
eligibility  or  basis  of  issuance.  This 
estimate  will  be  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  the  completed  active 
quality  control  reviews. 

“Administrative  deficiencies”  means 
deficiencies  detected  in  a  case  which  do 
not  affect  a  household’s  eligibility  for 
food  stamps  or  which  involve  variances 
that  are  disregarded  from  a  case’s  error 
determination. 

*  *  *  «  * 

“Cumulative  allotment  error  rate” 
means  the  sum  of  the  absolute  values  of 
the  ineligible,  overissuance,  and 
underissuance  allotment  enw  rates 
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based  upon  completed  quality  control 
reviews  where: 

(1)  The  ineligible  allotment  error  rate 
is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  issued  to  ineligible 
households,  expressed  as  a  percentage 
of  all  allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases; 

(2)  The  overissuance  allotment  error 
rate  is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  issued  to  eligible  households 
to  which  they  were  not  entitled, 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases;  and 

(3)  The  underissuance  allotment  error 
rate  is  an  estimate  of  the  proportion  of 
allotments  to  which  eligible  households 
were  intitled  to  but  did  not  receive, 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  all 
allotments  issued  to  active  sample 
cases. 

***** 

“Error"  for  active  cases  results  when 
a  determination  is  made  by  a  quality 
control  reviewer  that  a  household  which 
received  food  coupons  during  the 
sample  month  is  ineligible  or  received 
an  incorrect  allotment.  Thus,  errors  in 
active  cases  involve  dollar  loss  to  either 
the  participant  or  the  government.  For 
negative  cases,  an  “error”  results  when 
the  quality  control  reviewer  determines 
that  a  household  which  was  denied  or 
terminated  from  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  was,  in  fact,  eligible  to 
participate. 

***** 

“Negative  case"  means  a  household 
which  was  denied  certification  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Program  or  whose  benefits 
were  terminated  in  the  sample  month. 

“Negative  case  error  rate”  means  an 
estimate  of  the  proportion  of  denied  or 
terminated  cases  where  the  household 
was  in  fact  eligible  to  participate.  This 
estimate  will  be  expressed  as  a 
percentage  of  completed  negative 
quality  control  reviews. 

“Overissuance"  means  the  amount  by 
which  coupons  issued  to  a  household 
exceeds  the  amount  it  was  eligible  to 
receive. 

***** 

“Quality  Control  review”  means  a 
review  of  a  statistically  valid  sample  of 
active  and  negative  cases  to  determine 
the  extent  to  which  households  are 
receiving  the  food  stamp  allotments  to 
which  they  are  entitled,  and  to  ensure 
that  negative  cases  are  not  incorrectly 
denied  or  terminated. 
***** 

"Review  date"  for  quality  control 
active  cases  means  a  day  within  the 
sample  month,  either  the  first  day  of  the 
calendar  or  fiscal  month  or  the  day  the 


household  was  certified,  whichever  is 
later.  The  “review  date”  for  negative 
cases  is  the  date  of  the  agency’s 
decision  to  deny  or  terminate  program 
benefits.  For  no  case  is  the  “review 
date"  the  day  the  QC  review  is 
conducted. 

“Review  period"  for  quality  control 
purposes  means  the  six-month  period 
either  from  October  1  through  March  31 
or  April  1  through  September  30. 

“Sample  frame”  means  a  list  of  all 
units  from  which  a  sample  is  actually 
selected. 

“Sample  month"  means  the  month  of 
the  sample  frame  from  which  a  case  is 
selected  (e.g.,  for  all  cases  selected  from 
a  frame  consisting  of  households 
participating  in  January,  the  sample 
month  is  January). 

***** 

“Underissuance”  means  the  amount 
by  which  the  allotment  to  which  the 
household  was  entitled  exceeds  the 
allotment  which  the  household  received. 

“Universe”  means  all  units  for  which 
information  is  desired. 

“Variance"  means  incorrect 
application  of  policy  and/or  any 
deviation  between  information  verified 
as  of  the  review  date  and  that  used  at 
the  most  recent  certification  action. 
***** 

(91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2027)) 

PART  272— REQUIREMENTS  FOR 
PARTICIPATING  STATE  AGENCIES 

2.  Section  272.1  is  amended  to  include 
a  new  paragraph  and  reads  as  follows: 

§  272.1  General  terms  and  conditions. 
***** 

(g)  Implementation.  *  *  * 

***** 

(7)  Amendment  142.  Changes  to 
States'  Quality  Control  systems  as 
required  by  this  amendment  shall  be 
implemented  as  follows: 

(i)  All  State  agencies  shall  continue 
conducting  modified  QC  reviews  [in 
accordance  with  regulations  pubFished 
February  9, 1979  (43  FR  8548))  through 
August  31,  ,1979  and  submit  Form  FNS- 
133  to  FNS  by  September  15. 

(ii)  State  agencies  shall  implement  the 
requirements  in  Subpart  C  of  Part  275 
for  conducting  QC  reviews  no  later  than 
October  1, 1979.  A  quality  control 
sampling  plan  (as  specified  in 

§  275.11(a)  of  these  regulations]  must  be 
submitted  by  each  State  to  the 
appropriate  FNS  Regional  Office  no 
later  than  September  1, 1979  (30  days 
prior  to  implementation).  This  will  allow 
time  necessary  for  approval  of  the  plans 
prior  to  the  October  1  implementation 
date. 


(iii)  State  agencies  are  encouraged  to 
implement  Q^eptember  1,  if  possible. 
States  optingito  implement  early  would 
not  be  required  to  operate  for  this  month 
under  an  approved  sampling  plan.  These 
States  must,  however,  submit  sampling 
plans  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (ii) 
above.  The  month  of  September 
(sampling  month)  would  serve  as  a  test 
phase.  Therefore,  data  collected  for  the 
sample  month  would  not  be  required  to 
be  submitted  to  FNS  or  used  in 
determining  a  State’s  cumulative 
allotment  error  rate. 

(iv)  Regulations  published  October  17, 

1978  (43  47846)  which  implement 

major  aspects  of  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1977  provide  for  the  conversion  of  cases 
via  a  desk  review  (§  272.1(g)(l)(iii).  Desk 
converted  cases  would  be  converted  to 
the  new  eligibility  criteria  for  income 
and  deductions  but  may  not  have  been 
converted  to  the  new  criteria  for 
resources,  work  registration,  tax 
dependency,  etc.  Tlierefore,  States  will 
have  households  participating  in  the 
program  based  on  some  of  the  eligibility 
criteria  of  the  1964  Food  Stamp  Act. 

Desk  converted  cases  as  provided  in 

§  272.1(g)(l)(iii)  and  cases  which  should 
ffave  been  converted  via  desk  review 
(some  cases  may  not  undergo  the 
conversion  process  as  required),  shall  be 
subject  to  standard  QC  review 
procedures.  When  the  QC  reviewer 
detects  a  variance  in  one  of  these  cases 
which  results  from  an  element  of 
eligibility  which  was  not  converted  and 
was  not  required  to  have  been 
converted,  the  reviewer  shall  disregard 
the  variance.  When  the  reviewer  detects 
a  variance  in  a  case  when  an  element  of 
eligibility  was,  or  should  have  been 
converted,  the  reviewer  shall  handle  the 
variance  like  any  other  QC  variance  as 
identified  in  §  275.12  of  these 
regulations.  It  is  possible  that  desk 
converted  cases  may  continue  to  show 
up  in  QC  samples  through  February 
1980. 

(v)  State  agencies  shall  submit  reports 
of  QC  review  activity  (one  copy  to  the 
appropriate  FNS  Regional  Office  and 
one  copy  to  the  Deputy  Administrator 
for  Family  Nutrition  Programs, 
Washington,  D.C.)  as  follows: 

(A)  Each  State  agency  shall  report  the 
monthly  progress  of  sample  selection 
and  completion  on  a  form  provided  by 
FNS.  This  report  shall  be  submitted  to 
FNS  so  that  it  is  received  no  later  than 
10  days  after  the  end  of  each  month, 
beginning  December  10, 1979.  Each 
report  shall  reflect  sampling  and  review 
activity  for  the  previous  month. 

(B)  Each  State  agency  shall  report  the 
results  of  QC  review  activity  on  a  form 
provided  by  FNS.  This  report  shall  be 
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submitted  to  FNS  so  that  it  is  received 
no  later  than  90  days  from  the  end  of  the 
reporting  period. 

(C)  Corrections  to  information  on  the 
above  reports  requested  by  FNS  must  be 
submitted  within  10  days  of  the  request. 

*  •  •  •  * 

(91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2027)) 

3.  The  new  Part  275,  Subpart  C,  is 
added  to  read  as  follows: 

PART  275— PERFORMANCE 
REPORTING  SYSTEM 

Subpart  C— Quality  Control  (QC)  Reviews 

Sec. 

275.10  Scope  and  Purpose. 

275.11  Sampling. 

275.12  Review  of  Active  Cases. 

275.13  Review  of  Negative  Cases. 

275.14  Review  Schedule  (Form  FNS-245). 
Authority:  91  Stat.  958  (7  U.S.C.  2011-2027) 

Subpart  C— Quality  Control  (QC) 
Reviews 

§  275.10  Scope  and  purpose. 

(a)  As  part  of  the  Performance 
Reporting  System,  each  State  agency  is 
responsible  for  conducting  quality 
control  reviews.  For  food  stamp  quality 
control  reviews,  a  sample  of  households 
shad  be  selected  from  two  different 
categories:  Households  which  are 
participating  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
(called  active  cases)  and  households  for 
which  participation  was  denied  or 
terminated  (called  negative  cases). 
Reviews  shall  be  conducted  on  active 
cases  to  determine  if  households  are 
eligible  and  receiving  the  correct 
allotment  of  food  stamps.  On  negative 
cases,  reviews  shall  be  conducted  to 
determine  if  households  which  were 
denied  or  terminated  were,  in  fact,  not 
eligible  to  participate  in  the  Food  Stamp 
Program.  (Quality  control  reviews 
measure  the  validity  of  food  stamp 
cases  at  a  given  time  (the  review  date) 
by  reviewing  against  the  Food  Stamp 
Program  standards  established  in  the 
Food  Stamp  Act  and  the  Regulations,  as 
specified  in  each  State's  FNS-approved 
manual.  FNS  and  the  State  agency  shall 
analyze  findings  of  the  reviews  to 
determine  the  incidence  and  dollar 
amounts  of  errors  to:  Determine  the 
State’s  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
and  eligibility  for  enhanced  funding  in 
accordance  with  the  Food  Stamp  Act  of 
1977,  and  plan  corrective  action  to 
reduce  excessive  levels  of  errors  when 
cumulative  allotment  error  rates  of  5 
percent  of  more  are  reported. 

(b)  The  objectives  of  quality  control 
reviews  are  to  provide: 


(1)  A  systematic  method  of  measuring 
the  validity  of  the  food  stamp  caseload 
during  the  sample  period; 

(2)  A  basis  for  determining  national 
rates  of  ineligibility  and  incorrect 
allotments,  as  well  as  rates  for 
households  wrongfully  denied  or 
terminated; 

(3)  A  continuing  flow  of  information 
between  the  States  and  FNS  necessary 
to  develop  the  solution  to  problems  in 
program  regulations,  policies,  and 
procedures  at  all  levc^  of 
administration;  and 

(4)  A  basis  for  assisting  State  agencies 
in  improving  and  strengthening  program 
operations  by  identifying  deficiencies. 

(c)  The  review  process  is  the  activity 
necessary  to  complete  reviews  and 
document  findings  of  all  cases  selected 
in  the  sample  for  quality  control 
reviews.  The  review  process  shall 
consist  of:  (1)  Case  assignment  and 
completion  monitoring;  (2)  case  reviews; 
(3)  supervisory  review  of  completed 
worksheets  and  schedules;  and  (4) 
transmission  of  completed  worksheets 
and  schedules  to  the  State  agency  for 
centralized  data  compilation  and 
analysis. 

§275.11  Sampling. 

(a)  Sampling  plan.  (1)  The  State 
agency  must  be  able  to  demonstrate  the 
integrity  of  its  sampling  procedures.  The 
State  agency  must  submit  a  quality 
control  sampling  plan  and  subsequent 
modifications  of  sample  design,  frame, 
or  procedures  to  FNS  for  approval  at 
least  30  days  prior  to  implementation. 
The  sampling  plan  must  include  a 
complete  description  of  the  frame,  the 
method  of  sample  selection,  and 
methods  for  estimating  characteristics  of 
the  population  and  their  sampling  errors. 
The  description  of  the  sample  frames 
shall  include:  source,  availability, 
accuracy,  completeness,  components, 
location,  form,  frequency  of  updates, 
deletion  of  cases  not  subject  to  review, 
and  structure.  The  description  of  the 
methods  of  sample  selection  shall 
include  procedures  for.  estimating 
caseload  size,  overpull,  computation  of 
sampling  intervals  and  random  starts  (if 
any),  stratifleation  or  clustering  (if  any), 
identifying  sample  cases,  correcting 
over-  or  undersampling,  and  monitoring 
sample  selection  and  assignment.  A  time 
schedule  for  each  step  in  the  sampling 
procedures  shall  be  included.  In 
addition,  the  sampling  plan  must  include 
a  description  of  its  relationship,  if  any, 
to  other  federally  mandated  quality 
control  samples  (e.g..  Aid  to  Families 
with  Dependent  Children  or  Medicaid). 
All  sampling  procedures  used  by  the 
State  agency,  including  frame 


composition  and  construction  must  be 
fully  documented  and  available  for 
review  by  FNS. 

(2)  Sampling  plans  must  meet  the 
following  criteria: 

(i)  Conformance  to  principles  of 
probability  sampling; 

(ii)  Documented  methods  for 
estimating  characteristics  of  the 
population  and  their  sampling  errors; 

(iii)  Population  estimates  with  the 
same  or  better  precision  as  would  be 
obtained  by  a  simple  random  sample  of 
the  size  specified  in  paragraphs  (d)(1) 
and  (d)(2)  of  this  section; 

(iv)  Etescription  of  all  weighting 
procediires  and  their  effect  on  data 
analysis  and  reporting  requirements; 
and 

(v)  Maintenance  of  current  effort  in 
other  phases  of  the  quality  control 
process,  e.g.,  case  reviews,  statistical 
reports  and  data  analysis. 

(3)  FNS  generally  recommends  a 
systematic  sample  design  because  of  its 
relative  ease  to  administer,  and  because 
it  yields  a  sample  proportional  to 
variations  ifi  the  caseload  over  the 
course  of  the  reporting  period.  (To 
obtain  a  systematic  sample,  a  State 
agency  would  select  every  kth  case  after 
a  random  start  between  1  and  k.  The 
value  of  k  is  dependent  upon  the 
estimated  size  of  the  universe  and  the 
required  sample  size.)  A  State  agency 
may,  however,  develop  an  alternative 
sampling  design  better  suited  for  its 
particular  situation. 

(b)  Universe.  A  universe  consists  of 
all  units  for  which  information  is 
desired.  There  are  two  universes  for  the 
food  stamp  quality  control  program.  The 
exceptions  noted  below  for  both 
universes  are  households  not  usually 
amenable  to  quality  control  review. 

(1)  The  universe  for  active  cases  shall 
include  all  households  receiving  food 
stamps  during  a  review  period  except 
those  in  which  the  participants  died  or 
moved  out  of  the  State,  received  food 
stamps  by  a  disaster  certification 
outhorized  by  FNS,  received  benefits 
under  a  60-day  continuation  of 
certification,  are  under  investigation  for 
Food  Stamp  Program  fraud  (including 
households  with  pending  fraud 
hearings),  were  appealing  a  Notice  of 
Adverse  Action  when  the  review  date 
falls  within  the  time  period  covered  by 
continued  participation  pending  the 
hearing,  or  received  restored  benefits  in 
accordance  with  §  273.17  but  were 
otherwise  ineligible. 

(2)  The  universe  for  negative  cases 
shall  include  all  households  whose 
application  for  food  stamps  was  denied 
or  whose  certification  was  terminated 
during  the  review  pieriod  except  those 
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which  were  closed  due  to  the  expiration 
of  the  certification  period,  those  which 
withdrew  an  application  prior  to  the 
agency's  determination,  those  which  are 
under  investigation  for  Food  Stamp 
Program  fraud,  and  those  in  which  all 
household  members  had  died  or  moved 
out  of  the  State  at  the  time  of  the  review. 
Actions  taken  to  change  a  household’s 
classification  from  non-assistan«e  to 
public  assistance  (or  vice  versa)  which 
do  not  interrupt  the  household’s 
participation  shall  not  be  considered 
negative  actions. 

(c)  Frame.  (1)  A  frame  is  a  list  of  all 
units  from  which  a  sample  is  actually 
selected.  The  choice  of  a  sampling  frame 
shall  depend  upon  the  criteria  of 
timeliness,  completeness,  accuracy,  and 
administrative  burden.  Complete 
coverage  of  the  universes  must  be 
assured  so  that  every  household  subject 
to  quality  control  review  has  an  equal  or 
known  chance  of  being  selected  in  the 
sample.  There  are  two  frames  for  the 
food  stamp  quality  control  program: 

(1)  The  frame  for  active  cases  shall  list 
all  households  which  participate  during 
a  review  period  except  those  excluded 
from  the  universe  in  (b)(1)  of  this 
section.  State  agencies  may  elect  to  use 
a  list  of  certified  eligible  households  or 
issuance  provided  that  households 
which  do  not  participate  are  not 
reviewed  in  the  sample  and  that 
households  which  are  certified  eligible 
and  participate  during  the  sample  month 
after  the  frame  has  been  compiled  are 
included  in  a  supplemental  list. 

(ii)  The  frame  for  negative  cases  shall 
list  all  households  whose  application  for 
food  stamps  was  denied  or  whose 
certification  was  terminated  during  the 
review  period  except  those  excluded 
from  the  universe  in  (b)(2)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  A  frame  may  include  cases  for 
which  information  is  not  desired,  e.g., 
households  which  have  been  certified 
but  did  not  actually  participate  during 
the  review  period.  When  such  cases 
cannot  be  eliminated  from  the  frame 
beforehand  and  are  selected  for  the 
sample,  they  must  be  accounted  for  and 
reported  as  being  not  subject  to  review. 

(d)  Sample  size.  (1)  The  number  of 
active  cases  to  be  selected  and 
reviewed  by  each  State  agency  during  a 
six-month  reporting  period  shall  be 
determined  by  the  average  monthly 
caseload  as  follows: 


Required  semiannual 

Average  nxinthly  households  sample  size 


60,000  and  over . . n  =  1200 

10,000  to  59,999 . . . .  0=150  +  0.021  (N— 

10,000) 

Under  10,000 -  n=150. 


where 

(1)  n  is  the  required  active  sample  size. 
This  is  the  minimum  number  of  active 
cases  subject  to  review  which  must  be 
selected  each  six-month  period. 

(ii)  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  participating  caseload  subject 
to  quality  control  review,  i.e., 
households  which  are  included  in  the 
active  universe  defined  in  paragraph 
(b)(1)  of  this  section,  during  the 
upcoming  reporting  period. 

(2)  The  number  of  negative  cases  to  be 
selected  and  reviewed  by  each  State 
agency  during  a  six-month  reporting 
period  shall  be  determined  by  the 
monthly  average  number  of  such  cases 
as  follows: 


Average  monthly  actions 

Required  semiannual 
sample  size 

....  n-800 

500  to  4,999 . 

....  n=150  +  0.144  (N— 

500) 

....  n-150. 

where 

(i)  n  is  the  required  negative  sample 
size.  This  is  the  minimum  number  of 
negative  cases  subject  to  review  which 
must  be  selected  each  six-month  period. 

(ii)  N  is  the  anticipated  average 
monthly  number  of  negative  cases 
which  are  subject  to  quality  control 
review,  i.e.,  are  part  of  the  negative 
universe  defined  in  paragraph  (b)(2)  of 
this  section,  during  the  upcoming 
reporting  period. 

(3)  Since  the  average  monthly 
caseloads  (both  active  and  negative) 
must  be  estimated  at  the  beginning  of 
each  reporting  period,  unanticipated 
changes  can  result  in  the  need  for 
adjustments  to  the  sample  size. 
Recognizing  the  difficulty  of  forecasting 
caseloads.  State  agencies  will  not  be 
penalized  if  the  actual  caseload  during  a 
reporting  period  is  less  than  20  percent 
larger  than  the  estimated  caseload  used 
to  determine  sample  size.  If  the  actual 
caseload  is  more  than  20  percent  larger 
than  the  estimated  caseload,  the  larger 
sample  size  appropriate  for  the  actual 
caseload  will  be  used  in  computing  the 
sample  completion  rate. 

(4)  The  active  and  negative  sample 
size  determinations  assume  that  State 
agencies  will  use  a  systematic  or  simple 
random  sample  design.  Some  State 
agencies  may  be  able  to  obtain  results 
of  equivalent  reliability  with  a  smaller 
sample  and  appropriate  design,  subject 
to  FNS  approval.  "To  receive  FNS 
approval,  such  proposals  must  provide 
population  estimates  with  equivalent  or 
better  precision  than  would  be  obtained 
had  the  State  agency  reviewed  a  simple 
random  sample  of  the  size  specified  by 


paragraphs  (d)(1)  or  (d)(2)  of  this 
section. 

(e)  Sample  selection.  (1)  The  quality 
control  samples  cover  a  six-month 
period,  and  the  selection  of  cases  shall 
be  made  separately  for  active  cases  and 
negative  cases  each  month  during  that 
period.  Once  a  household  has  been 
identified  for  inclusion  in  the  sample  by 
a  predesigned  sampling  procedure, 
substitutions  are  not  acceptable.  An 
active  case  must  be  reviewed  each  time 
it  is  selected  for  the  sample.  If  a 
household  is  selected  more  than  once 
for  the  negative  sample  as  the  result  of 
separate  and  distinct  negative  actions,  it 
shall  be  reviewed  each  time. 

(2)  Quality  control  review  of  food 
stamp  cases  is  most  effective  and  most 
accurate  when  the  reviews  are  made 
soon  after  the  household  has  received 
its  allotment  for  the  sample  month.  If 
reviews  are  to  be  made  as  early  as 
possible,  the  selection  of  sample  cases 
must  also  be  made  promptly.  The 
selection  should  be  made  no  later  than 
the  20th  day  of  the  month  following  the 
sample  month. 

(3)  Excessive  undersampling  must  be 
corrected  during  the  six-month  period. 
Excessive  oversampling  may  be 
corrected  at  the  State  agency’s  option. 
Cases  which  are  dropped  to  compensate 
for  oversampling  shall  be  reported  as 
not  subject  to  review.  These  corrections 
must  not  bias  the  sample  results. 
Consequently,  cases  which  are  dropped 
to  compensate  for  oversampling  must  be 
a  random  subsample  of  all  cases 
selected  (including  those  completed,  not 
completed,  and  not  subject  to  review). 
Cases  which  are  added  to  the  sample  to 
compensate  for  undersampling  must  be 
randomly  selected  from  the  entire  frame. 
All  sample  adjustments  must  be  fully 
documented  and  available  for  review  by 
FNS. 

(f)  Sample  completion.  To  minimize 
the  potential  bias  from  nonresponse. 
State  agencies  shall  complete  at  least  95 
percent  of  both  the  active  and  negative 
quality  control  samples.  This  percentage 
is  the  ratio  of  the  number  of  completed 
reviews  to  the  number  of  cases  selected 
subject  to  review  or  to  the  minimum 
number  of  cases  subject  to  review 
computed  in  paragraph  (d)  of  this 
section,  whichever  is  larger.  The 
completion  standard  is  applied 
separately  to  the  active  and  negative 
samples.  State  agencies’  entitlement  to 
the  increased  Federal  share  of 
administrative  costs  will  be  subject  to 
completion  of  at  least  95  percent  of  the 
active  quality  control  sample. 
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§  275.12  Review  of  active  cases. 

(a)  A  sample  of  households  which 
participated  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
during  the  sample  month  shall  be 
selected  for  quality  control  review. 

These  active  cases  shall  be  reviewed  to 
determine  if  the  household  is  eligible, 
and  is  receiving  the  correct  allotment. 
Information  about  household 
circumstances  must  be  verified  as  of  a 
particular  point  in  time,  called  the 
review  date.  For  active  cases,  the 
review  date  shall  always  fall  within  the 
sample  month,  either  the  first  day  of  a 
calendar  or  fiscal  month  or  the  day  of 
certification,  whichever  is  later. 

(b)  The  review  of  active  cases  shall 
include:  a  case  record  review;  an 
interview  with  the  participant; 
verification  of  information,  using 
secondary  sources  when  necessary;  a 
determination  of  the  presence  of  any 
variances  and  coding  and  analysis  of 
the  variances,  if  applicable;  a 
determination  of  eligibility  and 
correctness  of  basis  of  issuance;  and  a 
determination  of  the  number  of 
administrative  deficiencies,  including 
some  work  registration  deficiencies  as 
defined  in  §  275.12(b)(l)(viii)(B).  To 
identify  all  variances  in  a  case,  the 
review  must  be  completed  to  the  point 
where  the  proper  coupon  allotment  is 
determined,  except  in  the  situations 
outlined  in  paragraph  (b)[2)  of  this 
section.  The  review  process  becomes 
progressively  more  difficult  as  the  time 
subsequent  to  the  review  date  increases. 
Therefore,  it  is  essential  that  reviews  be 
made  as  soon  as  possible  after  the 
review  date,  usually  within  30  days  of 
assignment. 

(1)  Content  of  the  review.  The 
reviewer  shall  examine  and  verify,  as  of 
the  review  date,  all  elements  of 
eligibility,  i.e.,  basic  program 
requirements,  resources,  income,  and 
deductions.  The  elements  of  eligibility 
are  specified  in  §  273.1  and  §  273.3 
through  §  273.9.  When  changes  in 
household  circumstances  occur,  the 
reviewer  shall  determine  whether 
changes  were  reported  by  the 
participant  and  handled  by  the  agency 
in  accordance  with  the  rules  set  forth  in 
§  273.12  and  §  273.13.  The  reviewer  shall 
determine,  as  of  the  review  date, 
whether  the  sample  case  is  eligible  and 
whether  the  allotment  was  correct,  and, 
if  not,  the  extent  of  the  error.  In  the 
event  that  a  review  is  conducted  of  a 
household  which  is  receiving  restored  or 
retroactive  benefits,  the  portion  of  the 
allotment  which  is  the  restored  or 
retroactive  benefit  shall  be  excluded 
from  the  determination  of  the 
household’s  eligibility  and/or  basis  of 
issuance.  A  food  stamp  case  in  which  a 


household  member(s)  receives  public 
assistance  shall  be  reviewed  in  the  same 
manner  as  all  other  food  stamp  cases, 
using  income  as  received. 

(i)  Household  case  record  review.  The 
case  record  review  shall  include  all 
information  applicable  to  the  case  as  of 
the  review  month,  including  the 
application  and  worksheet  in  effect  as  of 
the  review  date.  Documentation 
contained  in  the  case  record  can  be  used 
as  verification  if  it  is  not  subject  to 
change,  and  applies  to  the  sample 
month.  Through  the  review  of  the 
household  case  record,  the  reviewer 
shall: 

(A)  Analyze  the  household’s  case 
record; 

(B)  Complete  the  household  case 
record  sections  of  Form  FNS-245;  and 

(C)  Tentatively  plan  the  content  of  the 
field  investigation. 

(ii]  Field  investigations.  A  full  field 
investigation  shall  be  conducted  for  all 
active  cases  selected  in  the  sample  to 
determine  if  the  household  is  eligible, 
and  is  receiving  the  correct  allotment.  In 
Alaska  an  exception  to  this  requirement 
can  be  made  in  those  isolated  areas  not 
reachable  by  regularly  scheduled 
commercial  air  service,  automobile,  or 
other  public  transportation  provided  one 
fully  documented  attempt  to  contact  the 
household  has  been  made.  Such  cases 
may  be  completed  through  casefile 
review  and  collateral  contact.  The  field 
investigation  will  include  interviews 
with  the  head  of  household,  spouse  or 
authorized  representative;  contact  with 
collateral  sources  of  information;  and 
any  other  materiels  and  activity 
pertinent  to  the  review  of  the  case.  The 
scope  of  the  review  shall  not  extend 
beyond  the  examination  of  household 
circumstances  which  directly  relate  to 
the  determination  of  household 
eligibility  and  basis  on  issuance  status. 

(A)  Personal  interviews.  Personal 
interviews  shall  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  rights,  privacy 
and  dignity  of  the  participants.  Mor  to 
making  a  home  visit,  the  reviewer  shall 
notify  the  household  that  it  has  been 
selected,  as  part  of  an  ongoing  review 
process,  for  review  by  quality  control 
and  that  a  home  visit  will  be  made  in 
the  future.  The  method  of  notifying  the 
household  and  the  specificity  of  the 
notification  shall  be  determined  by  the 
State  agency.  Most  interviews  will  be 
held  in  the  home;  however,  interviews 
can  be  held  elsewhere  when 
circumstances  warrant.  Under  no 
circumstances  shall  the  interview  with 
the  household  be  conducted  by  phone, 
except  in  Alaska  when  an  exception  to 
the  field  investigation  is  made  in 
accordance  with  §  275.12(b](l](ii]  above. 


During  the  interview  with  the 
participant,  the  reviewer  shall; 

(1)  Explore  with  the  head  of  the 
household,  spouse,  authorized 
representative,  or  any  other  responsible 
household  member,  household 
circumstances  as  they  affect  each  factor 
of  eligibility  and  basis  of  issuance; 

(2)  Establish  the  composition  of  the 
household; 

(3)  Review  the  documentary  evidence 
in  the  household’s  possession  and 
secure  information  about  collateral 
sources  of  verification;  and 

(4)  Elicit  from  the  participant  names  of 
collateral  contacts.  'The  reviewer  shall 
use,  but  not  be  limited  to,  these 
designated  collateral  contacts.  If 
required  by  the  State,  the  reviewer  shall 
obtain  consent  from  the  head  of  the 
household  to  secure  collateral 
information.  If  the  participant  refuses  to 
sign  the  release  of  information  form,  the 
reviewer  shall  explain  fully  the 
consequences  of  this  refusal  to 
cooperate  (as  contained  in  §  273.2(d}], 
and  continue  the  review  to  the  fullest 
extent  possible. 

(B)  Collateral  contacts.  The  reviewer 
shall  obtain  verification  from  collateral 
contacts  in  all  instances  when  adequate 
documentation  was  not  available  from 
the  participant.  This  second  party 
verification  shall  cover  each  element  of 
eligibility  as  it  affects  the  household’s 
eligibility  and  coupon  allotment.  The 
reviewer  shall  make  every  effort  to  use 
the  most  reliable  second  party 
verification  available  (for  example, 
banks,  payroll  listings,  etc.)  and  shall 
thoroughly  document  all  verification 
obtained.  If  any  information  obtained  by 
the  QC  reviewer  differs  from  that  given 
by  the  participant,  then  the  reviewer 
shall  resolve  the  differences  to 
determine  which  information  is  correct 
before  an  error  determination  is  made. 
The  manner  in  which  the  conflicting 
information  is  resolved  shall  include 
recontacting  the  participant  unless  the 
participant  cannot  be  reached.  When 
resolving  conflicting  information 
reviewers  shall  use  their  best  judgment 
based  on  the  most  reliable  data 
available  and  shall  document  how  the 
differences  were  resolved. 

(iii)  Identification  of  variances.  All 
basic  program  requirements  and  basis  of 
issuance  elements  which  vary,  (i.e., 
policy  applied  incorrectly  and/or  the 
information  verified  as  of  the  review 
date  differs  from  that  used  at  the  most 
recent  certification  action)  shall  be 
listed  in  all  completed  cases  without 
assigning  priorities.  Once  all  elements 
which  vary  have  been  listed,  the  State 
may,  for  its  own  purposes,  elect  to 
identify  the  primary  variance  for  those 
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cases  determined  to  be  in  error.  When- 
the  reviewer  detects  a  variance  in  an 
element  resulting  from  one  of  the 
situations  described  in  paragraph  (iv), 
that  variance  shall  be  disregarded  when 
determining  the  correct  eligibility  and 
basis  of  issuance  for  the  sample  month 
and  reported  in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (viii)  rather  than  listing  it 
with  any  other  variances.  For  each 
element  which  varies,  the  reviewer  shall 
determine  whether  the  variance 
occurred  at  the  time  of  certification  or 
subsequent  to  certification  and  whether 
it  was  State  agency  or  participant 
caused.  If  inadequate  documentation  in 
the  case  record  prevents  the  reviewer 
from  determining  who  caused  the 
variance,  it  shall  be  assigned  to  the 
State  agency.  These  determinations, 
with  supporting  documentation,  shdll  be 
recorded  on  the  Date  Sheet  of  Form 
FNS-245. 

(iv)  Variances  excluded  from  error 
analysis.  Before  the  reviewer 
determines  a  case's  eligibility  and  basis 
of  issuance  for  the  sample  month  the 
following  variances  shall  be  excluded 
from  this  determination  and  reported  in 
accordance  with  paragraph  (viii). 

(A)  Any  variance  resulting  from  the 
nonverified  portion  of  a  household's 
gross  nonexempt  income  where  there  is 
conclusive  documentation  (a  listing  of 
what  attempts  were  made  to  verify  and 
why  they  were  unsuccessful)  that  such 
income  could  not  be  verified  at  the  time 
of  certification  because  the  source  of 
income  would  not  cooperate  in 
providing  verification  and  no  other 
sources  of  verification  were  available.  If 
there  is  no  conclusive  documentation  as 
explained  above,  then  the  reviewer  shall 
not  exclude  any  resulting  variance  from 
the  error  determination.  This  follows 
certification  policy  outlined  in 

§  273.2(f)(l)(i). 

(B)  Any  variance  resulting  from  an 
individual  being  included  as  a  member 
of  a  household  pending  Verification  of 
citizenship  where  the  individual  is  not  a 
citizen  or  eligible  alien.  However,  if  the 
household  has  participated  more  than  2 
months  based  upon  such  pending 
verification,  the  reviewer  shall  not 
exclude  any  resulting  variance  from  the 
error  determination.  This  follows 
certification  policy  outlined  in 

§  273.2(f)(2)(ii)(B). 

(C)  Any  variance  in  cases  certified 
under  expedited  certification  procedures 
resulting  from  postponed  verification  of 
an  element  of  eligibility  as  allowed 
under  §  273.2(i)(4)(i).  Verification  of 
gross  income,  deductions,  resources, 
household  composition,  alien  status  or 
tax  dependency  may  be  postponed  for 
cases  eligible  for  expedited  certification. 


However,  if  a  case  certified  under 
expedited  procedures  contains  a 
variance  as  a  result  of  a  residency 
deficiency,  a  mistake  in  the  basis  of 
issuance  computation,  a  mistake  in 
participant  identification,  or  incorrect 
expedited  income  accounting,  the 
variance  shall  be  included  in  the  error 
determination.  This  exclusion  shall  only 
apply  to  those  cases  which  are  selected 
for  QC  review  in  the  first  month  of 
participation  under  expedited 
certification. 

(D)  Any  variance  subsequent  to 
certification  in  an  element  of  eligibility 
or  basis  of  issuance  which  was  not 
reported  and  was  not  required  to  have 
been  reported  as  of  the  review  date.  The 
elements  participants  are  required  to 
report  and  the  time  requirements  for 
reporting  are  specified  in  §  273.12(a).  If, 
however,  a  change  in  any  element  is 
reported,  and  the  State  agency  fails  to 
act  in  accordance  with  §  273.12(c),  any 
resulting  variance  shall  be  included  in 
the  error  determination. 

(E)  Any  variance  in  deductible 
expenses  which  was  not  provided  for  in 
determining  a  household's  benefit  level 
in  accordance  with  S  273.2(f)(2)(iv)(B). 
This  provision  allows  households  to 
have  their  benefit  level  determined 
without  providing  for  a  claimed  expense 
when  the  expense  is  questionable  and 
obtaining  verification  may  delay 
certification.  If  such  a  household 
subsequently  provides  the  needed 
verification  for  the  claimed  expense  and 
the  State  agency  does  not  redetermine 
the  household's  benefits  in  accordance 
with  §  273.12(c).  any  resulting  variance 
shall  be  included  in  the  error 
determination. 

(v)  Error  analysis.  While  all  variances 
would  be  coded  in  all  completed  cases 
(as  described  in  paragraph  (iii))  based 
upon  information  verified  as  of  the 
review  date,  all  such  cases  shall  be 
determined  to  be  either  eligible,  eligible 
with  a  basis  of  issuance  error,  or 
ineligible.  If  a  cases  contains  a  variance 
in  an  element  which  results  in  an 
ineligibility  determination  and  there  are 
also  variances  in  elements  which  would 
cause  a  basis  of  issuance  error,  only  the 
eligibility  error  shall  be  coded  on  the 
Form  FNS-245. 

(A)  Basis  of  issuance  errors.  If  the 
reviewer  determines  that  food  stamp 
allotments  were  either  overissued  or 
underissued  in  the  sample  month,  in  an 
amount  exceeding  $5.00,  to  eligible 
households,  the  occurrence  and  the 
amount  of  the  error  shall  be  coded  on 
the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245. 

(B)  Eligibility  errors.  If  the  reviewer 
determines  that  a  case  is  ineligible,  the 
occurrence  and  the  total  allotment 


issued  in  the  sample  month  shall  be 
coded  on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS- 
245. 

(vi)  Active  case  error  rate.  The  active 
case  error  rate  shall  include  the 
proportion  of  active  sample  cases  which 
were  determined  to  be  ineligible  or 
which  received  an  incorrect  allotment 
(as  described  in  paragraph  (v)  of  this 
section)  based  upon  certification  policy 
set  forth  in  Part  273. 

(vii)  Cumulative  allotment  error  rate. 
The  cumulative  allotment  error  rate 
shall  include  the  value  of  the  allotments 
underissued  or  overissued,  including 
overissuances  in  ineligible  cases,  for 
those  cases  included  in  the  active  case 
error  rate. 

(viii)  Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  (A)  In  addition  to  the 
coding  of  any  eligibility  or  basis  of 
issuance  errors  and  all  variances,  any 
deficiencies  in  a  completed  case  which 
do  not  directly  affect  a  household's 
eligibility  and  those  situations  in  which 
variances  are  disregarded  from  a  case's 
error  determination  (in  accordance  with 
paragraph  (iv))  shall  be  identified  as 
administrative  deficiencies.  Whenever 
the  reviewer  determines  that 
administrative  deficiencies  exist  in  an 
error  or  nonerror  case,  each  such 
deficiency  shall  be  coded  on  the  Data 
Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245.  This 
information  shall  be  reported  to  the 
State  agency  for  appropriate  action  on 
an  individual  case  basis.  For  examnle,  in 
a  case  containing  an  overdue 
subsequent  certification  the  reviewer 
shall  code  an  administrative  deficiency 
and,  if  the  overdue  case  is  determined  to 
be  ineligibile,  or  eligible  for  an  allotment 
larger  or  smaller  than  that  received, 
shall  also  code  an  eligibility  or  over  or 
underissuance  error. 

(B)  Administrative  deficiencies  shall 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  overdue 
subsequent  certifications,  unsigned 
application,  no  current  application  on 
file,  variances  excluded  from  the  error 
determination  as  described  in 
paragraphs  (b)(l)(iv)  (A).  (B).  (C).  (D). 
and  (E)  of  this  section,  insufficient 
documentation,  incorrect  application  of 
the  verification  requirements  specified 
in  Part  273,  administrative  work 
registration  requirements,  etc.  Examples 
of  work  registration  requirements  which 
shall  be  coded  as  administrative 
deficiencies  are:  inadequate 
documentation  of  each  household 
member's  exempt  status;  work 
registration  form  for  each  nonexempt 
household  member  not  completed  at  the 
time  of  application  and  every  six- 
months  thereafter;  and  the  household 
not  advised  of  its  responsibility  to  report 
any  changes  in  the  exempt  status  of  any 
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household  member.  Work  registration 
requirements  shall  be  coded  as 
eligibility  errors  when  the  State  agency 
fails  to  disqualify  households  in  which 
individuals  subject  to  work  registration 
requirements  refuse  at  the  time  of 
application  and  once  every  six-months 
thereafter  to  register  for  employment, 
refuse  to  fulfill  reporting  and  inquiry 
about  employment  requirements, 
voluntarily  quits  any  job  without  good 
cause  (if  the  primary  wage  earner),  and 
refuse  without  good  cause  to  accept  an 
offer  of  employment. 

(ix)  Identification  of  discrepancies 
and  reporting  of  findings  on  individual 
cases.  All  information  verified  during 
the  review  of  an  active  case  shall  be 
reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis.  This  includes  information  on  all 
variances  in  elements  of  eligibility  and 
basis  of  issuance,  as  well  as 
administrative  deficiencies  in  both  error 
and  nonerror  cases.  In  addition,  the 
reviewer  shall  note  as  a  discrepancy 
that  part  of  a  variance  which  results 
from  a  change  required  to  be  reported, 
which  occurs  after  the  review  date.  This 
information  shall  also  be  reported  to  the 
State  agency  for  appropriate  action  on 
an  individual  case  basis. 

(2)  Disposition  of  case  review.  Each 
case  selected  in  the  sample  of  active 
cases  must  be  accounted  for  by 
classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 

(i)  Active  cases  shall  be  reported  as 
not  completed  if:  the  reviewer,  after  all 
reasonable  efforts,  is  unable  to  locate 
the  case  record  and/or  is  unable  to 
locate  the  participant;  the  participant 
refuses  to  cooperate:  or  if  the  review  is 
not  completed  in  time  to  be  included  in 
the  semiannual  reports.  This  information 
shall  be  reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action  on  an  individual  case 
basis. 

(ii)  Cases  which  are  not  subject  to 
review,  if  they  have  not  been  eliminated 
in  the  sampling  process,  shall  be 
eliminated  during  the  review  process. 
These  cases  shall  be  as  follows:  death  of 
all  members  of  a  household  if  they  died 
before  the  review  could  be  undertaken 
or  completed;  the  household  moved  out 
of  State  before  the  review  could  be 
undertaken  or  completed;  the  household, 
at  the  time  of  the  review,  is  under  active 
investigation  for  Food  Stamp  Program 
fraud,  including  a  household  with  a 
pending  fraud  hearing;  a  household 
receiving  restored  benefits  in 
accordance  with  §  273.17  but  not 
participating  based  upon  an  approved 
application;  a  household  dropped  as  a 
result  of  correction  for  oversampling;  a 
household  participating  under  disaster 


certification  authorized  by  FNS  for  a 
natural  disaster;  a  case  incorrectly  listed 
in  the  active  frame;  a  household  under 
appeal  from  adverse  action  when  the 
rfeview  date  falls  within  the  time  period 
covered  by  continued  participation 
pending  the  hearing;  nonparticipation  in 
the  review  month;  or  a  household  under 
sixty-day  continuation  of  certification 
when  the  review  date  falls  within  those 
60  days. 

§  275.13  Review  of  negative  cases. 

(a)  A  negative  action  results  each  time 
a  household  is  denied  certification  to 
receive  food  stamps  or  has  its 
participation  in  the  Food  Stamp  Program 
terminated  during  the  certification 
period.  Negative  cases  shall  be 
reviewed  to  determine  the  household’s 
eligibility  or  ineligibility  at  the  time  of 
denial  or  termination.  For  negative 
cases,  the  review  date  shall  be  the  date 
of  the  agency’s  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate  program  benefits. 

(b)  The  review  shall  include  a  case 
record  review;  a  field  investigation,  if 
required;  an  analysis  of  errors;  and  a 
determination  of  the  number  of 
administrative  deficiencies. 

(1)  Content  of  the  review.  The 
reviewer  shall  examine  the  case  record 
and  verify  through  documentation  in  the 
file  whether  the  reason  given  for  the 
denial  or  termination  is  valid.  If  it  is 
determined  the  reason  is  invalid,  the 
reviewer  must  determine  whether  the 
household  was  eligible  or  ineligible  at 
the  time  of  the  decision  to  deny  or 
terminate. 

(i)  Household  case  record  review. 
Through  the  review  of  the  household 
case  record,  the  reviewer  shall: 

(A)  Analyze  the  household’s  case 
record: 

(B)  Complete  the  household  case 
record  sections  of  Form  FNS-245: 

(C)  Tentatively  plan  the  content  of  the 
field  investigation,  if  necessary.  When 
the  case  record  provides  acceptable 
documentation  that  the  household  is 
ineligible,  a  field  investigation  is  not 
required.  When  the  case  record  alone 
does  not  prove  ineligibility,  the  reviewer 
may  be  able  to  verify  the  element(s)  of 
eligibility  in  question  by  contacting  by 
phone  a  collateral  contact  designated  in 
the  case  record. 

(ii)  Field  investigation.  When  neither 
the  case  record  nor  contact  with  a 
collateral  contact  previously  designed 
by  the  household  proves  the  household’s 
ineligibility,  a  field  investigation  shall  be 
conducted  to  determine  the  status  of  the 
household’s  eligibility  at  the  time  the 
decision  to  deny  or  terminate  is  made. 
The  field  investigation  consists  of  an 
interview  with  the  household  and 


verification  through  further  collateral 
sources  of  information.  The  reviewer 
shall  terminate  the  field  investigation  at 
any  point  when  the  household  is 
determined  to  be  ineligible,  either 
through  an  interview  with  the 
household,  documentation  in  the 
household’s  possession,  or  collateral 
contact.  However,  a  full  field 
investigation,  including  examination  and 
verification  of  each  element  of 
eligibility,  is  required  for  any  household 
which  is  not  proven  to  be  ineligible  as  of 
the  review  date  either  through  the  case 
record  review  or  a  partial  field 
investigation.  The  reviewer  must 
complete  the  review  until  it  can  be 
determined  whether  the  household  was 
in  fact  eligible  to  participate  at  the  time 
of  the  denial  or  termination.  This  may 
require  the  reviewer,  in  addition  to 
verifying  all  elements  of  eligibility,  to 
compute  the  household’s  net  food  stamp 
income. 

(A)  Personal  interviews.  Personal 
interviews  shall  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  respects  the  rights,  privacy 
and  dignity  of  the  household.  The 
reviewer  shall  notify  the  household  prior 
to  making  a  home  visit.  Most  interviews 
will  be  held  in  the  home;  however, 
exceptions  can  be  made  by  the  reviewer 
when  circumstances  warrant.  During  the 
interview  with  the  household  the 
reviewer  shall: 

(1)  Explore  with  the  head  of  the 
household  or  its  representative, 
household  circumstances  to  the  point 
ineligibility  is  proven.  If  ineligibility  is 
not  proven,  each  factor  of  eligibility 
shall  be  explored;  and 

(2)  Review  the  documentary  evidence 
in  the  household’s  possession  and 
secure  information  about'collateral 
sources  of  verification. 

(B)  Collateral  contacts.  ’The  reviewer 
shall  obtain  verification  from  collateral 
contacts  where  adequate  verification 
was  not  available  from  the  household. 
The  reviewer  shall  make  every  effort  to 
use  the  most  reliable  second  party 
verification  available;  for  example, 
banks,  payroll  listings,  etc. 

(iii)  Error  analysis.  A  negative  case 
shall  be  considered  invalid  when  the 
reviewer  verifies  that  a  household  which 
was  denied  or  terminated  from  the 
program  was,  in  fact,  eligible  to 
participate.  When  a  negative  case  is 
invalid,  an  error  shall  be  coded  on  the 
Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245.  This 
information  shall  be  reported  to  the 
State  agency  for  appropriate  action  on 
an  individual  case  basis,  such  as, 
recomputation  of  the  coupon  allotment 
and  restoration  of  lost  benefits. 

(iv)  Negative  case  error  rate.  The 
negative  case  error  rate  shall  be  the 
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proportion  of  negative  sample  cases 
which  were  determined  to  have  been 
eligible  at  the  time  of  denial  or 
termination  based  upon  the  certiHcation 
policy  as  set  forth  in  Part  273. 

(v)  Identification  of  administrative 
deficiencies.  A  negative  action  shall  be 
considered  valid  when  the  household  is, 
in  fact,  ineligible,  either  for  the  reason 
determined  by  the  State  agency  or  for 
some  other  reason.  If  the  household  is 
ineligible,  but  for  a  reason  other  than 
that  given  by  the  State  agency,  then  an 
administrative  deficiency  shall  be  coded 
on  the  Data  Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245. 
Other  examples  of  administrative 
deficiencies  in  negative  cases  include, 
but  are  not  limited  to.  Notice  of  Adverse 
Action  not  sent,  unsigned  application, 
insufficient  documentation,  no 
application  on  Hie,  etc.  This  information 
shall  be  reported  to  the  State  agency  for 
appropriate  action. 

(2)  Disposition  of  case  review.  Each 
case  selected  in  the  sample  of  negative 
cases  must  be  accounted  for  by 
classifying  it  as  completed,  not 
completed,  or  not  subject  to  review. 

(i)  Negative  cases  shall  be  reported  as 
not  completed  if  the  review  cannot  be 
completed  through  an  analysis  of  the 
case  record  and  it  is  not  possible,  due  to 
circumstances  beyond  the  agency’s 
control,  to  make  a  field  investigation.  An 
example  of  such  a  circumstance  would 
be  if  it  was  necessary  for  the  reviewer 
to  interview  the  household  and  the 
household  could  not  be  located  or 
refused  to  cooperate. 

(ii)  Negative  cases  shall  be  reported 
as  not  subject  to  review  when  the 
household  at  the  time  of  the  review, 
withdrew  an  application  prior  to  the 
agency’s  determination,  is  under  active 
investigation  for  Food  Stamp  Program 
fraud,  was  closed  due  to  expiration  of 
the  certification  period,  was  dropped  as 
a  result  of  correction  for  oversampling, 
is  a  household  in  which  all  members 
died  or  moved  out  of  State  at  the  time  of 
the  review,  or  when  action  is  taken  to 
change  a  household’s  classification  from 
non-assistance  to  public  assistance  (or 
vice  versa)  which  does  not  interrupt  the 
household’s  participation. 

§  275.14  Review  Schedule  (Form  FNS- 
245). 

(a)  The  Quality  Control  Review 
Schedule,  Form  FNS-245,  or  an  FNS 
approved  integrated  form  shall  be  used 
by  the  reviewer  to  record  information 
from  the  case  record,  plan  and  conduct 
the  field  investigation,  and  record 
findings  which  contribute  to  the 
determination  of  eligibility  and  basis  of 
issuance.  Decisions  reached  by  the 
reviewer  shall  be  coded  on  the  Data 


Sheet  of  Form  FNS-245  and 
substantiated  by  information  in  the 
narrative  section  of  this  form.  For  all 
completed  cases,  the  reviewer  shall  list 
all  elements  which  vary  and  identify 
whether  the  variancejs)  is  attributable 
to  the  agency  or  participant.  In  addition, 
for  all  completed  cases  where 
administrative  deficiencies  occurred,  the 
reviewer  shall  record  these  deficiencies. 
Space  is  also  provided  for  recording 
discrepancies  and  other  pertinent 
information. 

(b)  In  some  instances,  reviewers  may 
need  to  supplement  Form  FNS-245  wiA 
other  forms.  The  State  forms  for 
appointments,  interoffice 
communications,  release  of  information, 
etc.,  should  be  used  when  appropriate. 

Note. — ^This  final  rule  has  been  reviewed 
under  the  USDA  criteria  established  to 
implement  Executive  Order  12044, 

"Improving  Government  Regulations,’’  and 
has  been  classified  “significant.”  An 
Approved  Final  Impact  Statement  is 
available  from  Acting  Deputy  Administrator 
for  Family  Nutrition  Programs,  Alberta  Frost 
(Catalog  of  Federal  Domestic  Assistance 
Programs  No.  10.551,  Food  Stamps.) 

Note. — Form  FNS-245  and  other 
recordkeeping  and  reporting  requirements 
have  been  submitted  to  OMB  for  approval 
under  the  Federal  Reports  Act  of  1942. 

Dated:  July  31. 1979. 

Carol  Tucker  Foreman. 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Food  and  Consumer 
Services. 
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